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P R E F A C E. 



As the aweflil fubjećl of the en- 
fulng pages is fo very important and in- 
terefting,. it is hoped the reader will 
not interpret them as if written with a 
view to a trial of ikill, or in order to 
provoke a literary combat. Their ob- 
jęci is far otherwife. It is, if poffible, 
to reconcile the jarring and difcordant 
opinions of Chriftians, that they may 
all unitę, and think one and the famę 
; . A 4 thing 
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thłf^, ceacerning the pedbn of Him 
to whDin they muft owe their iaka^ 
tJon. 

In the New Teftament it is a moft 
certain truth, that the term Osoc is re- 
peatedly and decidedly applied to Je- 
sus Christ; and, therefore, accordmg 
to the doćtrine of the New Teftament, 
he muft be what Qioc iigiiifies. It is 
repeatedly and decidedly alfo the doc- 
trińe óf the New Teftament, that Je- 
sus Christ is fubordinate, aćling by 
delegation, according to the will of the 
Father ; and, thcrefore, how is this to, 
be reconciled with his being what &eoc 
iigńifięs ? 

The 
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'•ttie difEculty here Tias appeared to 
be fo yery great, that various means 
have been purfued in order to re- 
move it. 

On the one part, it has been boldly 
affirmed by fome, that the term @ioc is 
neyer direćlly applied to Jesus Christ ; 
and by others of the famę party, but 
with lefs confidence, that, when it is fo 
ąpplipd, it is not in that fenfe in which 
it is applied to the Father. 

On the other part, it has been urged, 
that the term ®soc is certainly and di- 
rećlly appUed to Jesus Christ, and 
that he, therefore, is what ©$oc iigni- 

fies ; 
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fies; and that the fubordination, dele- 
gation, commiflipn, 6cc. uuder which 
he is faid to aćt, is only fpoken of him 
as he is man, but never as he is GoEj 
and Man. 

Are not both thefe parties liable to 
be obje<5ted to, as purfuing a wrong 
modę of removing , the difficulty ? The 
former, in order to remove it, denies 
the Divinity ; the latter denies, or ex- 
plains away, the fubordination ; but thę 
New Teftament affirms both the Divi- 
nity and the fubordination. The mat- 
ter, therefore, to be enquired into is^ 
Can thefe, according to the doćlrine of 
the ffew Teftament, be compatible with 
each other ? Denying, or exp,laining away 

either 
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jeither the one or other is not removing 
the difficulty or anfwering the queftion. 
The queftion can only be anfwered by 
Ihewing how the Divinity and the fub- 
ordination, which are affirmed in the 
New Teflament, are compatible with 
each other. 

If what I have fbggefted in the fol- 
lowing pages concerning the Jiliatioą is 
admiflible, I think the queflion is ef- 
fećlually anfwered; and the Divinitj 
and the fubordination will appear not 
only to be compatible with each other, 
but neceffary and unavoidable. But I 
dare not aflert, till it has undergone 
farther ex.amination, that the fu^eftion 
is liable to no objećlion. It may, al- 

' though 
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though at prefent 1 do not perceite 
fhem, be liable to infuperable objec- 
tions ; and, in that cafe, 1 have only to 
"mfh, that good and leamed men would 
apply their thoughts to the confideiraT 
tion of this importańt queftion, to tłie 
intent, that it may be anfwered fo aś 
to be liable to no objećtion. 

One objećlion, doubtlefs, will be 
madę to what I have fuggefted, and a 
very ferlous one it is : That, if admit-^ 
ted, it will tend to make a variation in 
a creed, which is fuppofted by the ve- 
nerable fancftion of a riumel'ous fef ies of 
ages, and, of courfe, to diilurb and tin- 
fcttle the minds of many good men on 
thefubjećl of their faith. 

To 
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To this perhaps li may be anfw^red, 
Aat, eren admitting the truth of my 
fuggeftion, there will be no occaiion 
for expunging any article in the recei^^ed 
ereed. The article, " Begotten of his 
" Father before all worlds,'* may ftill 
remain, if interpreted in a fenfe which 
it may weH admit. 

Eternity* is an idea that is neceflarily 
annexed to all the aAions of the Eter- 
nal Being ; and, therefore, in the Eter- 
nal Mind, it may moft truły be faid of 
our Lord, that he was begotten of the 
Father. before all worlds ; confeąuentły, 
if interpreted in this fenfe, in which 
only fenfe the article feems to be true, 
.9 no 
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no alteratlon will be neceflary in thef 
creed, and things may remain -in theif 
prefent ftate without the hazard of gi- 
Ving ofFence to any. 

The - text» and afguments ui^ed iii 
the following pages are, it muft be eon*- 
fefied, many of them fuch as have beeil 
repeatedlyurged by others,and, therefore, 
of courfe, will by fome men be tumed 
over with a difdainful and fstftidious 
twirl. ■ Others of them, I believe, 3tć 
new, and fuch as have not occurred 
before; but, then, oh account of theit 
novelty, they muft wear a fufpicious 
appearanee. Let them not however be 
^ejećled merely on account of their no"- 
velty ; but let them be brought to the 

■ ~ ■ teft, 
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teft, and undergo a fcnipulous exami- 
nation, and then, if they are really found 
to be erroneous, the Author himfelf 
will join with the refl of the Chriflian 
world in rejećting them. 



Btxi4^u7co: 
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OR, 

AN APPEAL 

TO THE 

NEW TESTAMENT, 

IN PROOF OP THE 

DmNITY OF THE SON OF GOD. 



iT isatnith whićh, moft probably, will not 
be controverted, that Chriftians have a revealed law, 
by which they are to be determijded iń their religious 
principlćs and morał praćllces; that this law is 
particularly coritaineci in the wrifings of the New 
Teftament, which have been delivered down to us 
by our forefathers, from the days of the Evangelifts 
and' Apbffles by whom they were written, and in the 
famę language,- except St. Matthew's Gofpel, in 
. which they were written ; that, in góverning thcni*- 
felres by this rcrealed law, they are to abide by the 
' ' ^ B temu 
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tcrms in which it is delivered to them, withouC 
wreftingthęm from the plain determinate fenfe which 
they prefent to us ; and that therefore where difii- 
cultłes occur, fuch as human reafon is not compe- 
tent to difcufs, *' So it is written" muft be the an- 
fwer to them ; and faith muft receive thofe things^ 
which are impoffible with men, and yet poffible with 
GoD. Thus, if the proper Divinity of Jesus 
Christ is delivercd in terms as cxpreffible of it as 
the terms whereby his himian naturę is exprefled are 
expreffible of his human naturę, whatever difficul- 
ties may attend us in the conception of it, they muft 
all yield to " So it is written." For, ff it is fo writ- 
ten, of no avail will be dl the flourifhes of human 
reafon, while it attempts to explain away what is 
written into that which is not. " What I have 
^* written, fałd Pilate, when he ftylcd Jesus the 
^* Kirig of the Jews, I have written ;" and therefore 
it admitted of no palłiative or alteration, hiuch lefs 
will any thing admit of palliatives which is written 
by the finger of God. 

. It is written in the New Teftament, that Jesus rs 
the Son of Man. The terms are plain and unequi- 
vocal; and hence we all conclude, that Jesus was 
a Man. Thatour conclufion is a legitimate one, 
and certain, we łiave fuli proof from what the Scrip- 
turę ferther tells us concerning him, that he was 
hungry, and thirfty, and weary, and afflicfted, and 
jtempte4; thathewept; thathe was in an agony; 

that 
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thathe had all the feelings of a man (without fin) t 
and that he died upon the crofś, and was buried* 
Hercby, then, we are moft certainly aflured, that 
we dó hot milinterpret the terms Son of Man, whcn 
we affirm, that therefore he was really and truły a 
toan, like as we are, although without fin. 

' But the New Teftament farther tells us, that Je- 
sus waś the Son of Gon, the Son of the Moft High 
GoD, the Son of the Living GoD, zs-pooToroKoCf ^/.o^ 
ifoymę^ &c. therefore we conclude, as the terms arc 
as plain and unequivocal as the foregoing, when he 
is ftyled Son of Man, that he is God ; and our con- 
clufion feems to be as legitimate and jufi: : for, if 
there is any thing certain in language, it is, that a 
fon hath the naturę of that of which it is the fon : 
thus the fon of man hath the naturę of man, and 
therefore is man ; in like manner, the fon of God 
hath the naturę of God, and therefore is God ; for, 
if it is otherwife. Son, in the terms Son of God, muft 
fignify difFerently from what it fignifies in the terms 
Son of Man; and, indeed, difFerently from what ;it 
does upon every other occafion on which it is ufed. 
As the reafoning is valid an4 unexceptionabIe when 
it is faid, ^^ That which is bom of the flelh is flelh, 
*' and that which is born of the Spirit is fpirit ;** fo 
it is valid and imexceptionable when we fay, ^' That 
•' which is the fon of man is man, and that which is 
V the fon of God is God." Every one acknow- 
ledges, that in the fignification of the word Son ne- 

s 2 celiarily 
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Gcflarily is implicd fubordination and fubjeAión t» 
the will of the father ; but, if what is implięd in thc 
word in one inftance is acknowkdged, why*not in 
thc other ? If it is allowed that the word Son necef- 
lieirily implies fubordination to the father ; and it 
certainly in its lignification does imply as much ; why 
is it not to be allowed to imply identity of naturę^ 
which it, certainly does imply, and in a degree much 
ftronger ? for, the identity of naturę is of neceffity, 
whereas the fubordination is onły by condition and 
circumftance. I meddle not with the artificial glofles 
by which men endeavour to make the word Son not 
to fignify in the terms *^ Son of God" what it evi- 
dently does fignify, if we arc to be governed by the 
cohftant ufage of the word in every language londcr 
hcaven:. fufficient is it to fay, that Jesus iś abfo- 
lutely declared, in the New Teftament, to be thc 
Son of GoD ; and that, in no one inftance whatever^ 
is there any where a fingle fyllable added to it, when . 
he is fo called, to ąualify the terms, as if they 
were not to be interpreted in that fenfc which fo ob- 
vioufly belongs to them. 

But if Jesus iś called the Son of GO0, and we 
are not miftaken in our conclufion from it, that 
therefore he is Gon, then wiU the Sacred Writings 
afFord as elear evidence to thc truth.of.this concli^ 
fion as they do to the truth pf ihc: cpnclufii^/^at 
he is man becaufc he is the (bn.of lo^, : TbetScfłp:* 
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turcs ccrtainly do afFord this evidence, as lliałl be 
exeniplified. Matt. xi. 27. 

^^ Ail thłngs are deliyered unto me of my Father : 
*^'and no man knoweth the Soir but the Father. 
^^ neither knoweth any man the Father bnt the Son, 
*^ and he to whomfoever the Son Ihąll rev.eal him.'* 

In this tranilation fśSsłę fhould hare been rendered 
no one, and the meaning of the word s^tyiyooo-KH is 
not properly exprefled. The Englifli word knoweth 
is a very indeterminate cxpreffion, is applicable 
to any merely perfonal, any partial, imperfećl, 
knowledge ; but STnyiycocjtw lignifies an intimate de- 
4erminate knowledge of the fubjećt. Lukę confirms- 
to us the truth of this interpretation ; for, recording 
the famę thing as St, Matthew, his words are, 
*^ "OuSf/^ yiyotyTKH rig e^iv o itoc u [Myj o Turan^c* Kai iic scłv 
*^ o z^arripi"^ &c. Lukę x. 21. No one knoweth 
^^ who the Son is but the Father, and who the Fa- 
*^ ther is but the Son, and he to whom the Son Ihall 
*^ rereal him." St. Lukę ufes the word yivuxrxei 
without the fH^epofif ion, but, by fubjoining nc to it, 
conYCjrs as ftrongly to us the fAme idea as with the 
jM-epofition. 

THiis paflage, then, plaiiily and determinately de- 
clares, that the Son of Gon is Gon ; for, he is a^ in- 
comprehenfible as the Father, being equally un- 
fcnown to every one as the Father is. 

B 3 His 
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Uh knowlcdgc alfo is as the Fathcr^s; for, in 
whatevcr degree the Father knowcth the Son, in thc 
faaie degree the Son knoweth the Father ; a know- 
ledge which no other being hath, cxcept thc pcrfon 
to whom the Son fhall be pleafed to rcveal him. St. 
John (x. 15.) records our Lokd*8 words thus: 
** As the Father knoweth me, even fo know I the 
*^ Father." So far therefore we are juftified in our 
idea, that the Son of God is God, becaufe he is as 
incomprehenfible as God, and becaufe he hath that 
knowledge which pertaineth to God alone : and, as 
we know the fon of man is man, becaufe he had the 
infirmities of man, fo we know that the Son of God 
is God, becaufe he hath the exclufive perfećtions of 
God. 

I am aware of the objećlion which will be urged, 
that the words preceding the paflage under confide- 
ration intimate tous that he is inferior to God ; for, 
it is faid, '^ Ali things are delivered to me of my Fa- 
^^ther." 

The weight of this objećlion is raorc in appearance 
thaa in reality. For, our Saviour had a double cha-: 
raćler to fuftain : he was to evidence to the world: 
that he was the fon of man, and that hc was the Son 
ofGoD; and therefore hc was to takc carc, in his 
dcclarations, that the hearers ihould not lofc fight. 
of eith r charaćler. Hence whcn hc had faid *' Ali 
f * things are dclircred to me of my Father," which 

might 
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might imply infcriority to the Father, and which 
was trae of him as he was the fon of man, and alfo 
in refpećl of his filiation, he immediately fubjoins 
what was declarative of his being the Son of God, 
and of his participating in the Divine Naturę with the 
Father. Thus, alfo, when he has faid ariy thing ex- 
preffive only of his being the Son of Gon, and of 
his haviug the Divine Naturę, he freąuently fubjoins 
fomething to direćl the attention to his being the 
fon of man alfo. A moft remarkable inftance we 
have of this Matt. xxvi. 6^^ 64. "I adjure thee 
^^ (faith the high prieft) by the liying God, that 
•^ thou tell us, whether thou be the Christ, the 
** Son of God. Jesus faith unto him, Thou haft 
*^ faid. Neverthelefs I fay unto you, Hereafter IhalJ 
*^ ye fee the Son of Man fitting on the right hand of 
*' powcr, and coming in the clouds of heaven:** 
whcre the attention is direAed as well to his being 
the ifon of man as of his being the Son of Gon, At 
his transfiguration, a voice came from Heavcn^ 
which faid, *^ This is my beloved Son, in whom I 
** am well pleafed.'* The difciples who were with 
him heard it ; but, when he was come down from 
themount, hedireAedtheir attention towards the fuf- 
ferings which he was to undergo as the fon of man. 
When Peter had confeffed him, ^* that he was the 
** Christ the Son of the living Gon,'* after having 
approved of his confeffion, he, in like manner, ad- 
monifhcs them of thę fufFerings he was to undergo 
?it Jcrufakn^^ Matt. xvi, And fo in a variety of 

3 4 othcar 



Digitized by 



Google 



M ) 

ćther inftanccs. The objeAion thercfore aboYe t^ 
lerred to is of no manner of validity. Wntten it 
moft certainly is, tłiat '^ No one knoweth the Son 
^^ but the l^ather ; and that no one knoweth the Fa- 
*'^ ther but the Son, and he to whom the Son Ihall 
*^ reveal him." And therefore, if we believc what 
is written to be a divine revelati6n, . we muft behevc 
that the Son of Gon is God ; becaufe it is here re- 
realed, that he hath the perfećlicns which belong to 
God alone, thatis, he hath the knowledge of Gód, 
and is as incomprehenfible as Gon, But let us pro- 
ceecl. , \ 

",'."Xt isVnttciV,"MatŁ xviii. i8, ^' Verily I fay uhte 
j^^ ybii, .wli^t{bever ye fhall bind upon earth fhall be 
.V bourid In heaven ; and what fgerer ye 'Ihall toofe 
^^ upon iearth fhall be loófed.in heaveh." Thefe 
wprds are .authoritatiye ; ąnd he that fpake them 
muft have uncontrolled power in heaven, otherwife 
Ithey would be nugatory. Żcoci ^ehjjLĘm £V rco \ś^otyMy 
are terms altogether unćónditional ; they are the 
words of autlioi*ity, ordaining what Jhalb be ih hea- 
veri.* But W'hat man, vvhat "arigel, what being, of 
ever fo ekalted an order„ cari ordain whtitjhdli^ be ih 
'heavćn except God alone. But it is the Son of God 
that hath ordained thus, therefore the Son of iGoD 
is God. 

Again; it is written, Matt. x. i. "And, whep he 
^^ had caUed unto him his tt^^elve difciples, he gavc 

" theni 
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*^' them powcr againft unclean fpirits, to caft them 
^^ out, and to heal all manner of licknefs, and all 
^* manner of difeafe." Herę Jesus giveś a moft ex- 
tfaordinary power to the Apoftles, whicK it was irh- 
poffible he could have given them merely as'he was 
the Son of; Man. Man at that time had no' power 
over the fpirits of the invifible world, fo as by a 
Heriyation frohi himfelf tó devolve it upon others. 
Jesus had the power in himfelf, as the Son of God 
Could not but have :' he ćóitirriańded evil fpirits, and 
they obeyed him. ^^ What a word is tfiis, (faid the 
*^ Jews ;) for, with jiutńorfty an6.powcr^''iit command- 
^ etb the unclean fpirits, and they come out!*' Lukę 
iv. 36. • . .. . 

Commanding power, and authority óver the fpi- 
rits, is the prerogative dnly of the Go!d of Spirits, 
who alone haththe abfolute power cff them, and 
who alone can communicate that power to others. 
But what faith the Son óf ćroi) ? He had fent out 
feventy difcipłes, to whom he had given power Gver 
the fpirits, and they returned to him with joy, fay- 
ing, *^ Lord, even the Dcvils are fuhjeB unio us 
'^ througb thy name. And he faid iinto them. I' be "* 
** held Satan as lightning fali from heaven. Behóld, 
*^ I give unłoyou power to tread on ferpents and fcor- 
^^ pions, and over all the power of the enemy ^ and 
^^ nothing Ihall, by any means, hurt you. Notwith- 
'' ftanding, in this rejoice not, that the fpirits {rx 
^' luiiMoyiUy fcil.) are fubjecft unto you," &c. Herc 
the power which our Lord gives to his difciples evi- 

dently 
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dently was his ovrn. He doth not fpcak in the lan- 
guage of the Apoftics afterward, who difclaimcd 
having reftored the impotent man by fbeir own power. 
But he claims the power as his own ; and he exerts it as 
his own. I§8 S/S«jLt/ J/>c/v T)jv f|»r/av : ^* Behold, /^/t;^. 
*' you łbe pcrwerr The Son of God thercforc is GoD, 
becaufe he exercifeth the power, and difpofcs of it 
as his own, which appertaineth to God only. To 
this properly may be fubjoined what is recorded by 
St. Lukę, xi. Jesus had been cafting out a devil, 
and it was dumb ; and it came to pafs, when the 
devil was gone out, the dumb man fpakc. But fome 
among thofe who had been witnefles of the miraclc 
faid, that he caft out devils by Beelzebub, the 
prince of the devils. In anfwer to which, after 
having Ihewn them the extreme abfurdity of fuch a 
fuppofition, he tells them, that he caft out devil5 
v)Uh tbefinger of God, and that the kingdom of 
God was come upon them. Er Ib fv Iock7vK'jo 0ł8 fX' 
C^aKKoo Toc ^ocuioyioc. If I by a Divine power^ and not 
by exorcifing.them in the name of God, as your 
fons do, cajl out deuilsy &c. St. Matthew, xii. a8, 
in recording the famę thing, expreireth himfelf thus ; 
E/ h eyco £V Tsy^y^/LCciŁ ®ćiś €x.CccKku3 toc ^cctiJLonoc ; ^* If I 
^^ by a Divine fpirit caft out devils." Thefe are 
ilrange expreflions for a perfon who was not God 
himfelf, lignifying, as the context nioft ftrongly 
^ridences, that he caft out devils, not by the inter- 
yention of any medium, but by his own direćl power 
as God ; ^v ^^k7vKoo 0^?^, ^^ 'z^^wj^/^ócti Qi^. Perhap^ 
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it may be thought too bold a tranflation to render 
thcfc łattcr words witb łhe breatb of GoD ; but the 
manncr in which Jesus did caft out dcvils feems to 
juftify it ; for, he cąft them out with a word fpeak- 
ing: s^sCochs toc 7a!VBVuoc7oc Koyu). 

Matt. ix. Jesus had faid to the Parały tic, *^ Son, 
^^ be of good cheer, thy fins ^re forgiven thee ;*' but 
the Scfibes were ofFended at it, and faid, this man 
blafphemeth. St. Mark and St. Lukę give us the 
feafon why they charged him with blafphemy for 
having fo fpoken. *^ Who hath power {ng hyarou)' 
*^ to forgive fins but God only, BUJLfi się o Geog ?" St, 
Luke*s words are, 5//x); pioi^og o Qsoc. The charge was 
certainly ftrong : for, who but one, who but Goi> 
alone, can forgive fins ; and therefore whoever arro- 
gated it to himfelf could not but be guilty of blaf- 
phemy, From this charge how doth our Lokd cx- 
culpate himfelf. Doth he tell them that they inter- 
preted his words in too ftrift a fenfe, or that he 
himfelf had fpoken in too unguarded a manner? 
No ; nothing of the kind. Doth he tell them that 
he did not affume to himfelf to be the God that 
fbrgiveth fins ? or that he had only a delegated au- 
thority to forgive fins ? No ; quite the contrary. In 
anfwer to their charge, he telleth them that they 
reafoned wlckcdfyy \vu u ufjLSłg ^iocKoyi^&rSs Turoypipoc ev 
Tccłc xoc{imc i[juAjr that the power he laid claim to, 
and excrcifed, was his own ; that he had the ppwer 
of forgiving fins, and thercfoie was not guilty of 

the 



Digitized by 



Google 



( tl ) 

tbt blafphemy wher^with they charged hłm. Whe- 
ther is it eaficr, faith he, whether hath it lefs bf diffi- 
culty in it to fay, Thy fins arc forgiven thed ? ot to 
lay, Arife, and walk ? The aocomplifhment of the 
one was as truły in his power as the other. Then hć 
adds, '^ But, that ye may know that the Son of Man 
*^ hath power upon earth to forgire fins, (s^iocy 
^Jś%e/, hath a r/^i>^, zproper^ authóriły, to forgivc 
^^Uiis *y) hp faith to the Paralytic, I fey unto thees^ 
^'Arife, and take up thy bed, and go inta tbme 
^* houfe." Hera our Lori> is fo far from retraćiing 
^^rhat he had faid, that he afRrms it only fo much 
the morę ftrongly ; and, to cońvince them diat he 
had the power of forgiving fins^ he performs^ th<J 
rairacle already mentloned. He doeś not at all deny 
that^Jt was»the prerogative of God alońe to forgire 
lins^, whicbmoft^fluredly he wouldhaye done, had 
h^-kńbwn thait the prcrogatirewas hot confińed to 
€rób only, alhdthat he himfelf ińireły as mari hid 
fht famę prerogative ; but, inftead thercof^ tacitly 
acknowledging the trtith of their fuggeftion ; alt tha^ 
he infifts uponis, that he himfelf had the power of 
for^ving ńns, of ^hichthey might tśflce the miracle 
hewróught upoh the Paralytic as a" fcfRcient proof.' 
Tke inference which they ' might haVe * drawn 
henee was neceffary' arid natural : That, fince Jesus 

' * That is, ttiat yc may kaow that I, the Son of Man, and 
whom yc vicw and confidei* merely as a man, have that power, 
whicb bdongeth to God only, of forgiying fins* 

did. 
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did, by his own proper authority, forgive fins, an^ 
it was GoD only wha could forgive fins, thereforc 
Jesus was God. But, whatever inference the Jews 
might and ought to have drawn from it, the refe- 
rehce to Chriftians is elear and unavoidable. Je su* 
did claim a power which belongs to God only, and 
by a miracle juftified the truth of his claim, and, 
when charged with blafphemy by the Jews, ftill per- 
fiĄed in his claim, The inference therefore can be 
no othcr than what is already mentioned, if there is 
any faith in the dedućlions of language and reafon. 

St. John, in the beginning of his Gofpel, in con- 
fequence of what he had written concerning the Xo- 
yocf tells us, that '^ the word was madę flefh, and 
*^ dwelt among us, (and we beheld his glory, the 
*' glory as of the only-begotten of the Father,) fuli 
*^ of grace and truth;" hereby plainly confining 
what he had faid concerning the "koyo; to Jesus 
Christ. Let us attend then to the Holy Evange- 
lift. ^' In the beginning (faith he) was the Word, 
** and the "Word was with God, and the Word was 
** GodT If thefe words are talcen according to their 
plają obvious fignification, nothing can morę plainly 
teftify that Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son 
of the Father, is God, and that he exifted from all 
eternity. But it feems, the Socinians, or, as thcy 
chufe to cali themfelvcs, the Unitarians,. fay, that 
tjie words iv apx^ do aot fignify,. from all eternity, 
but in ihe beginiii^. pf the G ojpel Dif^enfcitioń ; ^iidtlię 
. :i(\ Arians, 
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Arians, lbelieve, ińterpret them to fignify in thł^ 
beginning oftime: but St. John doth not fąy this nor 
any thing elfe which could lead them to put fuch an 
interpretatlon upon his words ; he faith abfolutely, 
Ey ap^Yi viv o 7\.oyoc, ahd what ev apxv fignifies let Cice- 
ro explain for me, ^od/emper moveiur eternum eft^ 
&c. qumeiiam całeris qua moventur hicfons hoc frin* 
cipium efi movendi principii ; autem nulla ejł origo, nam i 
principio oriuntur omnia. Tufc. Ouaeft. lib. i. 25* 
Such objećlors ąuarrel with the wifdom of all the 
world, and of all ages ; for, this was not the doArine 
merely of Cicero, but adopted by him from ages 
long prior to himfelf. In principio^ or sv oc^riy muft 
fignify from all elerniły^ if ancient authority, or, in- 
deed, if common fenfe, has any iiifluence over us ; 
becaufe e principio oriuntur omnia : and as St. John 
fays, expreflly and abfolutely, that the Word exifted 
in principio, therefore neither the Socinian nor the 
Arian interpretations are at all admiffible ; for, the 
Evangelift teacheth us, that the Word exifted from 
all eternity with Gon, £v u^%yi riy^ — Kai — jjv tst/)©^ tom 
&£oy : He was, or exifted, in the beginning ; and he 
exifted with Gon, wpoc tov ©5oy, in unity with God, 
and therefore was Gon ; for, ®soc fiv o Koyoc. Herę 
ingenuity, in cndeavouring to fuggeft fomething 
which may militate againfl: the aflertion of the Evan- ' 
gelift, that the Word was God, hath madę a difco- 
rery that the word <Bio; is without the article, and,, 
of cpurfe, whatever of divinity is implied in it, it iś 
a diyinity inferio^ to the Godhead of the Fathen 

This^ 
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This, it muft be owned, is a moft curious difcoyery', 
and has fet many a.man hunting for fome paflage in 
the New Teftament wherein the article is added to 
Bsocy when the word is applied to Jesus Christ: 
a moft unneceflary employment, as the Arians* 
4ifcovery, if we may fo fpeak without pfFence, pro- 
ce^s from a miftake in not underftandłng the 
Evańgelift's words. The article feems to be omitted 
defignćdly by St. John ; for, had he inferted it, it 
might have been interpreted as if the hoyoc alone was 
the Godhead, which was the fartheft imaginable 
from his intention. It is not omitted in diminu- 
tion of the Divinity of the Aoyóc, or to imprefs us 
with a notion as if he was an inferior God ; but to 
prevent us from imagining that the Supremę God 
was the Aoyog exclufively. The Supremę God is 
the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghoft, i^roc 
iciy o &SOC, and therefore the article 'feems very pro- 
perły to be omitted when St. John fays kui &30; rjv a 
Koyoc. However, the ufe or the omilfion of the 
article does not feem to be of any confequence fuffi- 
cient to found an argument upon either the one way 
or the other. 

The objećlion of the latter Platonift^, and of the 
Socinians from them, that St. John's Aoyo^ is ftolen 
from Plato, hardly deferves any notice. What Plato 
fays on this fubjećt is confufed and unfatisfaćlory. 
He borrowed the idea when he was in Egypt, and, 
moft probably, obtained it by converfing with the 
I Jews 
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Jews there ; for, Egypt in his time was the mart of 
fcience; and, returning thence, fraught with a 
very imperfećl comprehenfion of this fubjećl, he 
mixed it up with his own notions ; fo that his Xoyog 
is a principle, or a prolation, or I know not what, 
Amelius, the Platonie philofopher,. on reading St. 
John's Gofpel, we are told, exclaimed, ^* This bar- 
^^ barian hath transferred to himfelf the myfteries of 
^^ Plato with regard to the Word :" and very pro- 
bably he did exclaim thus • for, being unacąuainted 
with the Jewifli doćlrines and the writings of Mo^ 
fes, and Plato having very carefully concealed from 
his countrymen the fource whence he derived 
his conceit of the Aoyo^, it was natural for him to 
exclaim by his Jupiter, that St. John had ftolen his 
mafter's myfteries : but with what propriety the dif- 
ciples of Socinus cań concur with Amelius,' in objećl- 
ing to St. John, will not be eafy to determine, unlefsi 
we fuppofe them to be as ignorant of the Scriptures 
as Amelius was. And, inlike manner as they fay 
the doćlrine of the Koyog is derived from Plato, fo 
alfo they pretend, that the doftrine of the Trinity is 
derived from him likewife. Bat where does Plato 
ufe the term rpiag. Clemens Alexandrinus, who was 
pretty well acąuainted with the writings of Plato and 
with the Platonifl:s, tells us quite a difFerent ftory, 
and that Plato only gives intimations as if he had 
fome notion of the doćlrine of the Trinity ; for, after 
having referred to what he fays, fv t>i 7xrpoc Epocgoy koci 
Ko^KTKoy eTTicoKi^f and moreover to what he fays in his 

Timseus, 
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Timaeus, Ovx uKf^c sycmys e^opu^ ^ rov aym rptc^a 
fLiIwsa-Scu; but, at tHe fainc time, he informs ns, 
tha,t Plato Jiad his notion from tiie Hebrew Scrip- 
tures, ou^.o/S' OTfCag, ejc tk}V ESpa<x|wv ,ypa(poov 6iJi,(paiVMy : 
fo that, in łiis opinion, the doćlrine of the Trinity. 
was much morę antient than Plato; and, confe- 
ąuently, Plato could not have been the origin of it 
to the Chriftians, who were acąuainted with, and 
underftood, thefe Hebrew writłngs infinitcly better 
than ever Plato did. (Vid. Ciem. Al€xandrin. Strom. 
lib. V. p. 436. Sylburg.) 

O^mens Alexan^!rinus is reprefented by hiftorians 
as having flouńiSed about the year 194, and as 
having writta?:; if I miftake not, his Stromata, the 
foUawing^ar. He was acquainted with, and had 
iBC:ęived/inftrućlions from, thofe who had feen and 
heaf d me Apoftles themfelves; and therefore hisj 
mentioning the tov d,yuiv TfiaSiaf, in the manner al- 
ready recited, afFords a very ftrong prefumption, 
that the docftrine of the Trinity was the doćtrine of 
the Apoftolic age. Novei it could not have been at 
tfee time when he wrotc ; for, ht mentions it as a 
4o<?trine generally kmown and received : and, from 
Plato> ór the Platonifts, it could not have been de- 
ri^red ; for, their knowiedge did not extend fo far. 

Tliat the Platoniite wiflied to reprefent their 

miflet's opinions, concerning the Deity, as coin- 

cidicig,. aS' nea^iy as poffible^ with . the doćlrine of 

; , o the 
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the Chriftians, is, I believe, imąueftionable ; and, on 

this account it is, that CIcmens wifhes his readcr to 

interpret whal he refers to, from Plato, as giving 

Ibme intimation of the doiftrine of the Trinity ; a 

do(5lrin€: which he himfetf fuppofes to have been 

morę antierit than Chriftianity ; for, Plato he fug- 

gefls to have obtained his knowledge of it from He- 

brew writings, prior to the promulgation of the 

Gofpel. And, as this is the cafe, what Ihall we fay 

to thofe modern writets, who would perfuade us, 

'that the doćlrine of the Trinity was unknown to the 

primitive Chriftians ? If it was not adopted by them, 

they, neverthelefs, muft have known the doćlrine,. 

becaiife it was a current doćlrine in their own times, 

and prior to them ; and, if they knew the doćlrine, 

and did not approve of it, doubtlefs they would have 

oppofed it with their utmoft ftrength, and would 

have been moft guardedly cautious in all their ex- 

preflions, left any thing fhould have fallen from 

them, which might feem to givc countenance to a 

doćlrine which they difcovered : but, where, either 

in the New Teftament, or in the writings of the pri- 

mitive Chriftians, is there a fyllable to be found.in 

condemnation of the doćlrine of the Trinity ? If any 

fuch there is, let it be produced ; but, if there be 

nonę fuch, as afluredly there is nonę, let us not be 

afraid to adopt a doćlrine, which, although current 

in their days, has not been condemned by our Lord, 

or by his Apoftles. I have mentioned this only by 

the way, but, as wcU worthy the attcntion of thofc 

who. 
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who, with fo much łUiberality, abufe the Chriftiah 
doArine of the Trinity, and the Chriftians who 
maintain it. Let us now return. 

If Plato was not the ongin of the doćlrine of the 
Trinity to the Chriftians, Plato and his philofophi- 
cal interpreters were the origin of Arianifm. Arius 
was himfelf a preft)yter of Alexandria ; and at Alex- 
andria was the fchool whence all the moft celebrated 
Platonifts proceeded. With their writings he was 
perfećlly well acquainted; and, probably, not ap- 
proving of their and Plato's principle, which had a 
direćl tendency to the introdućtion again of a mul- 
tiplicity of Gods into the world, he thought he 
would fteer a middle courfe between their opinions 
and the principle of the Chriftians. The principle 
of the Chriftians was, that there were three equal 
perfons in the Divine unity : that of the Platonifts 
was, that there were three divine princij)les, difFering 
in naturę from each other, which they called, the 
Father; the Word, orNouj; and Yi^if tou Ko(r/xoi', 
the Soul of the World. Some of them even ftopped 
fhort of this, and conceived the Koyog not to have a 
diftinćt exiftence, but, to be the wifdom, the in- 
telligence, of the Father, as if he exifted only in 
idea ; whence proceeded the error of thofe heretics 
who maintained, that Christ the Word was Ą/iKoc 
aił^pamog. Differing in opinion from thefe, and not 
willing either to concur in the introdućlion of poly- 
theifm into the world, or to affirm that Christ was 

ca a merę 
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emcreman, Arius taught that Christ w^s GoI^ 
ąs well as man ; that in fubflance he was 'O|Ji0l&va■i0^,^ 
like unto the Father, and that he was begotten of 
him^ but inferior, and fubjećl to his will. Herę, 
then, how, in faćl^ does Arius dilFer frotn the Pla- 
tonifts ? Nąy ; how does hiC diifer from the generał ' 
pjinciple of the Heathens, with their Dii Mtjores &f 
Minores? If Christ wa3 (Jod, as Arius ax:know- 
ledges, and, if he was ii;iferior, and lubjećl to the 
will of GoD, as he maintains likewife, then muft 
Christ have been. fubjećl, and inferior to himfelf; 
for, therc is no medium between what is, a^d what, 
is not, Gon. By the word Gon, we underiłand 
the firft fupreme, ęternal, unfubjcćted, caufe of alt 
exiftence : ąndthis Chriil is, if he is God ; but, if - 
he is, in his fubftance, inferior to Gon, and is 
Gon in fubftance himfelf, t}ien is he inferior to 
himfelf; which i? nonfenfe, on a fuppolition that * 
there is but one God : but, if the Arians fuppofe 
that Christ is an inferior God, then how, in this 
refpećl, does Arianifm diifer from the Polytheifm 
of the Heathens ? If Christ is God, as the Arians 
ackn,owledge ; and if he is inferior to God, as they 
mpintain likewife; then are there morę Gods than 
one : there is a Major and a Minor God j and, eon- 
fequently, the Arian differs nothing from the Hea- 
then. The doćtrine of Arianifm is the Monjlrum, 
and not the doćtrine of the Trinity. The doćlrinc 
of the Trinity is an uniform, conliftent, doćlrine ; 
andj, when it afcribes Divinity to the Sow and the 
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HoŁY Ghost, afcribes it in fuch a manner as by 
no means to impeach the unity of the Godhead. It 
is grounded on Divine revelation ; it defends itfelf 
by no other arguments and proofs, but fuch as reve-* 
ktion.afFords; nor eret owed its origin to philofp- 
phy, falfely fo called; or the^bewildered difputations 
of an Alexandrian fchópl. Its balis is the Scripture, 
and the Scripture alone ; and, unfupported by "that, 
it has no other refource. But, what is the refourcc 
of the Arians ? Not the Scripture ; but vain reafon- 
ings of their own, the idle ibphiftry of perrerfc 
minds, pufFed up with the imaginary knowledge of 
things which lie infinitely beyond their reach. The 
Mahometan, and the Socinian, are much morę con- 
ńllent in their falfe theories than the Arian. The 
former acknowledges one only God, and that hc 
has no fon, nor partner. He acknowledges that 
Christ was born of a Yirgin, and that he had a 
pre-exiftence, but holds the Chriftian in abhorrence. 
The Socinian profefles, that there is one God only; 
he faith that Christ was a merę man ; he -rejećteth 
what St. Matthew and St. Lukę have faid concern- 
ing him; and denies that Christ had any pre- 
exiftence; but, withal, profeffes himfelf to be a 
Chriftian. \ 

Arius profeffes to believe, that there is one God 
ohly, who is the Father ; that he has a Son, who is 
Jesus Christ; that Jesus is of a fubftance like 
unto the Father; and that he is God. The incon- 
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fiftcncy of this nceds not be pointed out ; it is cvi- 
dent; for, if he is God, and not of the famę fub- 
ftance with the Father, then is hc God, dillinćt 
from the Father; confeąuently, there are two 
diftinćl Grods : and yet the Arians profefs to believe, 
that there is one God only, in direćl oppofition to 
their own profeffion, that there are two Gods, of 
fubftances diftinćl from each other. It is not at all 
improbable, that thefe abfurd and contradiftory te- 
nets of the Arians gave birth to the errors of Soci- 
nus ; errors with which at prefent the minds of too 
many are bewildered; and, therefore, perhaps, it 
may not be amifs to fubjoin a word or two concern- 
ing them. 

From whatever fource the errors of Socinus were 
derived, the modern Socinians have opened for 
themfelves a fountain of very great antiquity. No 
longer charafterizing themfelves by the title of their 
founder and Ka9Ąyy}TYic, they have renounced the 
name of Socinus, and chufe to be diftinguilhed as 
Unitarians, being eąually adverfe to the Arians as to 
the Catholic Chriflians. Their origin, as they chufe 
to inform us, is from one Ebion^ in the Apoftolic 
age, who, with his foUowers, maintained, that Je- 
sus Christ had no exi{lence prior to his birth of 
Mary the wife ofjofeph; and, in order to fupport 
their aflertion the better, as they received the Gof- 
pcl of St. Matthew, which was point-blank againft 
them, they rejećted the three firft chapters of it, 
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Hcre, thcn, we are to enquire who tliis Eiion was. 
Moft probably no fuch perfon ever exifted, unlefs it 
was Cerinthus himfelf ; for, Ebion is not a proper 
name, but a name of difgrace, which the firft 
Chriftians affixed to the original penrerters and cor- 
rupters of the Gofpel. The name is very well ex- 
plained in the interpolated Epiille of Ignatius to the 
Philadelphians. Eav rtg 7^eyi/j [jLsy bvcc 0soy, o^/.oKoyri h 
9CCCŁ Xf<$'oy IrjcoWf ^ihoy Se ccv9cumoy eiifoa yoiju^ri iov Ku- 
p^oy, o\r)(/ &€oy [jLoyoyśw}^ &c. sciy o roioyrog Turćyrię Tjjy 5/- 
«vo/oy, a;V. iTTiKocKEnocŁ ECiuy. Such an one labours 
under a poverty of underftanding, as the furname 
Ebion fignifies. In a notę on this paflage is given 
an extra<ft from Eufebius^ confirming the truth of 
what is there faid, with regard to the fignification of 
the word Ebion ; and, as the epiftle is faid to have 
been interpolated long after the time of EufebiuSy the 
interpretation, very probably, was borrowed from 
Eufebius. The words are, tou E&a«/ oyo^Luroc Tny tj^^ 
hccyoiocg 'sPiOO%Biocy ocVrooy C^opuiyoyTęg^ iuvr^ yups ttik^m 
o "s^oor/^oc 'iffocp ^ESccxŁOtc oyoi^Lpc^sTocu Ebiotiis nomine 
paupertaiem mentis eorum denotante^ Jic enim pauper 
apud Hebraos nominari fileta (Eufeb. 1. 3. Hift. Ecc. 
jcsp. x^) Hence, then, it.appears, that Ebion was 
a name applicable to any of the infatuated corrupters 
of Chriftianity ; and, therefore, we may conclude, 
(however fome of the Fathers fpeak, as if there really 
had exifted fuch a perfon as Ebion J yet, that the 
name never was the perfonal name of any particular 
man, but was only charaćleriftic and applicable to 
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any who was Ts-^yy}; lixvojccv. Hence, Epiphanius calls 
Cerinthus Ebion. We are told by Irenaeuis, (i. iii. c. 
3.) diat therc were perfons liying in his time, who 
had heard Poły car p rełate the following circumftance 
of St. John, at a bath at Ephefus : his words are 
thefe : loooiwrię o tov Kvfiov iioc9firr^ sy tji E<ps<ru) zi^octi^^^ 
9^ic X£V<roc(r9ai^ %oci i^v io-ta KYicłvQov k^YjlKocTO rau (^uKoc^ 
vsiov fjLYi Kov<j-cciJi^yocj aXA' STtUTfcoy^ (puywjLtfy, /z?; xui 70 
i6aXav£/oy cru/ATTfffif, sv^o¥ oyTOcYi^(ivGo\j tou iri^' aką^siocę 
sx9ęov. Epiphanius,. relating this very famę cir- 
cumftance, calls Cerinthus Ehiofiy (Contra Haeref/ 
30.) that is, whereas Irenseus fays, it was Cerinthus 
who was the enepiy of truth,' and on whofe account 
St. John quitted the bath, left he fliould perifli in 
the ruin of it with the Haerefiarch, > Epiphanius fays, 
it was Ebion. Herę, then, Epiphajiius muft either, 
by miftake, have written Ebion inftead of Cerinthus, 
or he muft defignedly have ufed Ebion as charaćł^- 
riftic of Cerinthus ; or, at the time when the afFair 
happened, Ebion muft have becn in the bath togę- 
ther with Cerinthus. This laft, although the fug- 
geftion of a very learned man, feems to be wholly 
ihadmiffible ; as, doubtlefs, Irenaeus would have 
mentioned it, had it been the truth : but, what Ire^* 
naeus fays, is wholly confined to Cerinthus, withouij 
cven a hint at any other perfon ; and, therefore, we 
may certainly conclude, that the icy t)?c ukrfietu^ g^." 
fipoj/, was Cerinthus alono, 
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Eąuałly alfo madmiflible does it feem to be, that 
Epipłiaaius ftiould have written by miift^e Ebioji in* 
ftead of Cerinthus ; for, tbe whdle ftory was deriyed 
from Irenaeus; and g£ Ebion lie does not aaentipn a 
fingle fyllable; therefore, it is very improbabie, 
that Epiphanius, m retailing a ftory froip Irenseus, 
Ihould be guilty of fo very cxtraordinary a blunder 
as this, that h£ Ihould tell of Ebion, whom Irena5ii5 
never oace mentions, what, in plain, unequivocal 
terms, is told of Cerinthus ałone. Eufebius relates 
th£ famę ftory, but relates it of Cerinthus, (lib. iiu 
Ecclef. Hift.) and, if I miftake not, never once 
in his Ecclefiaftical Hiftory mentions Ebion as the 
proper appellative name of a perfon. It feems, 
therefore, faardly poffible, that Epiphanius Ihould 
have fallen into fo palpable a miftake, in a matter 
wherein he could not but have been certainly in- * 
formed, both from Irenaeus and Eufebius. Confe- 
quenriy, tjic conclulion is, that he did not ufe the 
Word Ebion throUgh miftake, but by dcfign, as cha- 
raćleriftic of Cerinthus, thinking it morę proper, 
perhaps, to defcribe fo vile a corrupter of Chriftia- 
pity by a name of difgrace, rather than by his owa 
proper name, well knowing, at the famę timte, that 
he Goułd not hereby impofe upon, or miflead, his 
reader; becaufe, the original author of the ftory, 
łlenaeus, fays expreflly, that it was Cerinthus who 
was in the bath ; and, becaufe Eufebius, whofe Ec- 
clefiaftical Hiftory was written not many years before 
Epiphanius, and whofe hiftory was in the hands of 
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cvery one, as expreffly fays the- famę. The refult, 
then, of what has bcen faid is, that there never ex- 
ifte4, in the apoftolic age, any perfon, the father of 
the Ebionites, whofe perfonal and proper nanie was 
Ebion; and, confequćntly, that the iirft father in 
the Socinian pedigree was a nonentity. The Soci- 
nians, therefore, need not exult and triuniph, be- 
caufe, Irenaeus has no where called Ebion an here- 
tic ; he never mentions him at all, and, of courfe, 
could not cali him heretic ; and he never mentions 
him, becaufe no fuch perfon evcr exifted. The 
Ebionites, indeed, he mentions, and plainly enough, 
as heretics ; but Ebion he never mentions once. But, 
if no fuch perfon as Ebion ever exifted, whence did 
the Ebionites obtain that name? and, why were 
they fo called ? They were fo called S/a Tyiv trię Ita^ 
yoiocę zifjooxuocy, and not from the name of any pre- 
ceding herefiarch. In one refpećl they difFered in 
principle from Cerinthus ; but, in what refpećled our 
bleffed Lord, they concurred entirely with him, 
and with Carpocrates. They rejećled the writings 
ofSt. Paul, and called him an apoftate. Circumci' 
duntur (faith Irenaeus) ac perfeverant in his confuetu- 
dinibus qua funt fecundum legenif iś Judaico cbaraSiere 
'Ditay uti &? Hierofolymam adorent quqfi domus ftt Dei. 
From this account of them, they appear to haye 
been a jnongrel kind of people, a compound of Ju# 
daifm, and the corruptions which Cerinthus and 
Carpocrates had introduced into Chriftianity ; and, 
therefore, moftjuftly entitled to the appellation of 
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Ebionites, as being a moft abfiird and infenfate pcó- 
ple. Very probably, when the Chriftians werc 
warned to retire from Jerufalem prior to its deftruc- 
tion, and fettled at Pella, thefe men fołlowed them 
thither ; and, thus^ like tlie mixed multitude which 
accompaaied the Ifraelites whćn they went up out of 
Egypt, became a fnare to many weak Chriftians, 
and perverted them, from the fimplicity which is in 
Jesus Christ. If a conjeAure may be hazarded 
in a matter where any abfolute certainty is not to be 
expe(fted, the Ebionites were Jews of the fe6t of the 
Pharifees, who, being moft pertinacioufly attached 
to the ceremoniał and traditional part of their rcli- 
gion, blended together with it fuch portions of the 
Chriftian doćlrine as fhould not prove deftruftiye of 
it, and thus became what the Socinians inadvertently 
cali them, Jewijh Chriftians. If this conjećlure has 
any foundation in truth, it accounts for their invete- 
rate animolity againft St. Paul, who, having been a 
Pharifee himfelf^ they inveighed againft him as an 
apoftate, for having deferted their Pharifaical tenets, 
and for having fo ftrenuoufly inlifted upon it, that 
it was not neceflary for the converts to Chriftianity 
to be circunKrifed, and to keep the law of Mofes : 
nay, and who had fo peremptorily written in his 
Epiftle to the Galatians, chap. v. '' Behold, I Paul 
**fay unto you, that, if ye be circumcifed, Christ 
" Ihall profit you nothing. For, I teftify again to 
«^ every man that is circumcifed, that he is a debtor 
^^ to do the whole law." And it is farther remarka- 
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We, thattheopinion of the neceffity of circumcifion, 
«nd of keeping the law of Mofes, had its origin from 
among the Pharifees. It feems, certain men had 
come down from Judea to Antioch, endeavouring ta 
perfuade the brethren, that, except they were cir- 
^ cumcifed after the manner of Mofes, they could not 
be favcd; which, when it had occafioned a great 
deał of diflenlion among them, it was determined to 
fend Paul and Barnabas to the Appftles at Jerufalem, 
to cnąuire, whether it rcally was, neceffary or not. 
The Apoftles and Elders, with the Church, being 
iffembled upon tliis occalion, *^ there rofe up (A6ls 
*-^ XV.) certain of the fe^ of the Pharifees which be* 
<* Heved^ faying, that it was needful to circumcifc 
•^ them, and to command them to keep the law of 
^' Mofes." The Apoltles, however, determined 
otherwife, and appointed Paul and Barnabas, with 
others, to carry their decree to Antioch. Hence, 
then, it appears to be very certain, that the Ebioni- 
tifh doftrine, of the neceffity of keeping the law of 
Mofes, had its origin from the fećl of the Pharifees ; 
and, therefore, we may reafonably conclude, that 
the Ebionitcs had belonged to that fećl. St. Jude's 
Epiftle, which is thought to have been written par* 
ticularly againft the Ebionites, to Chriftians in gene- 
rał, feems to coniirm us in this opinion, when he 
fays of them, Omoi si(riv oioc7foliofii^ovTsc laurof^, 
^' Thefe be they who feparate themfelves ;" the word 
Phari/ee fignifying a feparatift, from the Hebrew 
}tnSy fcparo^ But, whatever may become of this 
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conjefturć concerning the Ebidnites haring bcc», 
originally Pharifees, certain it is, that tfciey wcre 
vile corrupters of Chriftianity ; and that they wcrc 
held in abhorrence by the prunitivc ChrifHans on 
account of their evil principles, in turmng. tlie grace 
of, GoD into all the licentiou&efs. of lin ; and, in 
denyiiig roy iiovov h^TroTYii/y @łovyLOci Kupzov '^fUMiy lvi<rovif' 
Xptcov. Whatever, therefore, may be derived front . 
thia anceftry of the modern Socinlans, they are fin- . 
gukrly and fully entitled to it all ; and if they think . 
that there ia any acceflion of authority to their opL- . 
liions obtained thence, by all means let them tri- 
lunph in it : but^ they Ihoułd confider, that it is 
the authority of men, who were the pefts of, and a 
dilgrace to, Chriftianity ; of men unknown to the 
world, but by the foaming out of their own fliame^ 
and who carry in their front a name which attaches . 
difgrace to themfelves, and to their opinions.; Biat 
let us return from where we have digrefled. 

After St John has faid, that the Word was Oob, 
ht adds,. in order to obviate any fuggeftion that Din 
vinity was beftowed icon him as a donation, ouroc a?y . 
€v ap%ri Tff^oc Toy @sov. This famę perfon was in the . 
beginning with Gon ; that is, ^^ was in the unity of 
^* the' Godhead." Hence, '^ all things were madę 
*^ by him, and without him was not any thing madę ' 
^^ that was. madę." All which, if it doth not fig- ; 
nify, thathe was Gon Irom all eternity, then lan- - 
guage hath.no,power of communicati^- any meaning '^ 
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to us. Again; ^' He was in the world, and thc 
** world was madę by him, and the world knew him 
*' not. He came to his ówn (i. e. to the Jews who 
•^ were the people of God, and, therefore, bis own,) 
" and his own received him not; but, as many as 
•' received him, to them gave he power (a right) 
.•^ to become łbe fons o/GoDj'' as it is in óur tranf- 
lation, but, morę properly, it is children of God, 
ikKm &sov ; that is, by adoption. Now it is a moft 
certain tfuth, that no one can give a thing wiiich he 
has not ; no one can give a right to you to become 
an adopted child, but the perfon who adopts you ; 
aiid, if Jesus Christ gives a right to any to become 
the children o/GoDj it is becaufe he is God him- 
felf ; for, otherwife, he gives a right which belongs 
to another, and which he has nQt himfelf to give. 
But, you fay, he gives by delegation, by commif- 
fion. If St. John had faid it, I fhould think fo too ; 
but St. John fays no fuch thing ; andy imtil he does, 
the argument muft ftand good, that Jesus Christ 
is GoD, becaufe he gives to others £^ov(riocv 't6kvoc 
%ov yiysa-Socu How far, however, he may be faid 
to give by commiffion will be feen hereafter, when 
this matter wiU be morę particularly noticed. 

John V. Jesus had faid, " My Father worketh 
*' hitherto, and I work." On this account the Evan-f 
gelift tells us, the Jews fought to kill him, becaufe 
he called God his Father, and madę himfelf equal 
witk GoD, iffocTspoi i^ioy cAsyg tov ©spy, i7oy eocvTov ^ 
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noiciov T« &SU. As the Jews, who heard him, inter- 
preted his calling God his ownproper Fatber, to be 
a making himfelf equal with God, fo alfo muft we ; 
and the ąueftion will be, Did the Jews herein, or 
do we, milinterpret him ? For, if, in calling God 
zirocTspu- iiióy, he did not mean to make himfelf equal 
with God, he never would have fufFered the 
Jews to have remained under fo great a mifappre- 
henfion of his words, and, in confequence, would 
have anfwered them in fuch a manner as to have re- 
moved their error. Let us fee, then, how he does 
anfwer them. 

*^ Then anfwered Jesus, and faid unto them; 
** Verily, verily, I fay unto you, the Son can do 
" nothing of himfelf, but what he feeth the Father 
"do; for, whatfoever he doeth, thofc alfo doeth 
" the Son likewife ; for, the Father loveth the Son, 
« and Iheweth him all things that himfelf doeth.'* 

Thłs is a part of our Lord's anfwer to the Jewś, 
and is by fome conceived to be fuli in proof, that 
he did not meai> to cali himfelf equal with Gop, 
and that he is not God ; for, the Son can do nothing 
of himfelf, which, if he was God, would not be 
true ; for, as he can do nothing of himfelf, there- 
fbre he is not God. This conclufion is too haAily 
conceived,'andproceeds, probably, from ą mifap- 
preheniion of the premifes. 

For, 
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Por, the Jcws, imagining tbat óur Saviour Iiadj^ 
ia proper terms, made.himfelf to be Gob, by caU- 
ing GoD his own ppoper Father, received the doc- 
trii;ie with th^s higheft degree of indignation, as eon-. 
ceivmg that k militated againft theiF firtt and great 
comjnaądjoaenty that they fhould ac^nowledge oniy 
one. Gqd ; and, therefore, they fought to kill him, 
for advancing what to them appeared to be fuch 
Haiphemous doćlriąe. Herę, thcn, the objeAion 
of the Jews to what our Lorb had faid to them ma- 
nifeftly was, that his doćlrine was the aflertion of , 
morę Gods than one. The anfwer, therefore, re-. 
quired to fuch an objećlionwas, either that he did 
not nfłgfce hir^felf eą^al with Gon ; of , that his 
m^jci^g; hiinfełf eqiual with Gon, did not militatc- 
agąin|ł the unity of GoB. That he did not anfwer 
them by ą formal renunciation of an equality with 
GolI>, is moft certain, and needs no proof; and that- . 
he did a^wer them by fhewing that his eąudityi 
with Gob, as being the Son of Gob, did not mili- 
ta^e againft the unity of Gob, it is> hoped will be 
fpfficiently proved by what foliowa. 

But,.firft, let me premife, and recommerid t^ 
th^ very particular attention of thć reader, that he> 
bear coiiftantly in his mind the implied figjiificatioii* 
of the words Son- of Go jy. That, as the words impjyt 
a necejSTary participation in the Divjne Naturę; fo^, 
alfo, do they as lieceflarily imply ai fuboudination,^ 
fubjećtion, and a compliance with the will of the 
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P&ther ; which fubjccSHon or compliance is no morę 
zny impcachmcnt of the Son of God's Divine Na- 
turę, than the fubjeftion and compliance of a Hu- 
mań Son with the will of his Father is any impeachr 
ment of his Humań Naturę : for, notwithftanding 
the compliance and fubjećlion, he will be as truły 
GoD in naturę in the one inftance, as he is man in 
naturę in the other. And this being attended to, it 
wili ferve to obriate and to removc thofe difficulties 
with which the młnds of many havc been perplexcd 
who have conceited, that the inferiority, neceflarily 
appertaining and applied to the condition of a fon, 
cxtends to, and neceflarily implies, an inferiority in 
naturę \ which, we all know, moft certainly, neither 
is, nor can be, true : for, be the fubjećlion what it 
will, the fon of a man will be in his naturę as truły 
a man, and to the fuli extent and meafure of hu- 
manity as the father is, fo that the inferiority is 
merely an inferiority, and not of naturę ; and hence 
the fulł and perfeft Divinity of the Son of God will 
be perfcAly compatible with all that is fpoken of 
him as a Son in Scripture, and as a^fling under the 
delegation and commiffion of the Father. 

The Son, it is faid, can Ao nothing of himfelf, i. 
c. feorfum a patre : therefore, the Son!s eąuality with 
God did not militate againft the unity of Gon, As 
a feparate, independent God, which the Jews fup- 
pofed he aflerted himielf to be, he might have afted 
£rom himfelf alone ; but this he difclaims. He is 
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GoD in unity with the Father. He can do nothmg 
of himfelf, but what he feeth the Father tło. Thc 
Greek here is morę expreffive than our Englifli^ 
tranflation : Ov iwurui o vioc TffOlUf u(p^ lai^Tou o\)kv ioc¥ 
yu^ T/ jSAsTTg/ rov Turoasca tstoioi VTOi* d ya^ uv sx6ivoc 'oroiei 
TccvTu Kou O VŁOc ofJLOiocę Tffotzt. ** The Soii cau do no- 
*^ thing of himfelf, but wliat he fceth the Father 
** DoiNG." So that the Son is a concurrent a(5lion 
with the Father, and at the famę inflant; for, what- 
foeyer the Father doeth, the famę alfo docth the 
Son, oiioioocy in the very famę degree, in the famc 
inflant, and with the famę divine power. Therefor© 
Jesus did not fet himfelf up to be a feparate Gon^ 
or of a diflinćl fubftance or power. from the Father, 
but, in unity, and co-operating, with him; and,, 
ofcourfe, when he faid, '^ My Father worketh hi- 
^^ therto, and I work," he faid nothing which im- 
pugned the doćlrine of the Unity of God. Our 
Lord, then, proceeds to Ihew them, that,^ as the 
Son can do nothing wrthout the Father, fo the Fa- 
ther doth nothing without the Son : ^' For, the Fa- 
*^ ther loveth the Son, and fheweth (or communi- 
*' cateth to) him all tliings whatfoever .he himfelf 
*^ doth, and he will communicate to him grcater 
" works than thofe, (which ye have already feen,) 
^^ that ye may wonder;" which communication of 
atflion is mofl evidently an aflertion of the unity of 
the Son with the Father. And, as there is a com- 
munication of aćtion, fo is there a communication 
of power: ^^ For, as the Father raifeth.up the dead 
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^* and ąuickeneth them, ;fo alfo the* Son, ovc B^M 
^^ ^kottoiu^ ąuickeneth tt;So;w he will'' Th^re is alfo 
a communion of agreement and accord* iDetweeń ' the 
Father and the Son : heitee, becaufe the Son of Gqd' 
is the Son of Man: (ver: 17.) therefore, '^ the Fa-' 
*^ thepjiidgeth no one; but hath given, 'SfcS&;xs, -^11' 
"j-udgeHleńt to the Son." There iś an e^ual parti-. 
dp^tion alfo óf Diviite hońours; for, it is added,' 
*^ 43ikt ali men may ^honour the ^n'^€ven as they ho-* 
*' nour^ the FatHer," &c. " He that honouretli not 
^^ the Son honoureth not the Father who fent him •/'' 
fo that the honour, reverencc, eftimation, of the 
one all terminates eąually in ,the other ; and, if the 
Son is-difhonoured, .the Father is diflionbured likc- 
wife. It is ferther added by our Lord, for the pur- 
pofe of Convincing the Jews, tliat be did not affume - 
to himfelf any -feparate Divinity, and- that he' dkl 
not, in ałiy refpe(9:,' oppofe himfelf ro the unity of 
GoD. f As the Father hath life in htmfelf, fo hath 
^'hcgwento ihe Son to lmve life iri himfelf:" fo- 
that tlie felf-exiftence of the Son is- by the columu- 
nication of the felf-exiftence of the Father; is not 
the felf-exiftcnce of a God feparate froiti the felf^- 
exiftenGe of the Father ^ but, is an infeparable par- 
ticipation x)f it. And., ftill morę to convince them 
that he did not arrogate to himfelf an excliifive Di- 
vinity, or any thing that was oppofite to the unity 
of Gon, he again fays to iihem, Ov IwuyiCii -ycA) a\- 
£[jLairov to-^teLV oi5cy, wherein the perfonal pronoun 
syoo has a fotce which will not ealily be exprelled ia 
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* ęus langisag^^ plamly impłying^ that in his perfonal 
cxiiłendc he coidd do nothing, but in the union pf 
the Deity. *^ As I hcar (he fays) I judgc, and my 
^f judgcmcnt is juft ; becaiife, I feek not Hiinc Own 
*^ wiH, but the will of the Father that fent me:** 
fo that hereby he fuUy obviates the objećlion of the 
Jews^ and difclaimSy in idie flrongeft terms^ all af- 
fumption to himfelf of any power diiłinićt from thcr 
unity of GoB. Therefore, when Jesus afferted hi* 
own Diyinity, he ailerted nothing that was. incon^ 
liftent with the Divine unity* 

It may be proper herc Juft to mention the obje Aion 
to OUT Lo&i>*s Divinity which is derived from the 
words fending and being fent ; but this óbjećtion 
feems to be merely a ąuibble i^pon words^r for, ac- 
cording to the ciicumftances, fenMngy or being fent^ 
imply no degree either of fuperiority or inferiority. 
It is the Arians* acknowfedgement^ when they deny 
the umity of the fubftance^ ftill that there is an uni- 
ty of confent between the Fadier and the Son. This 
imity, therefore^ of confent plainly juftifies us in 
our conclufion, that the being f$nt imjdies in it nonę 
of that inferiority or ineąuality which they have eon- 
tended for, and, confequently, that the obje&iott 
itfelf is of no validity. But let us proceed. 

*^ Ali that the Father giveth jne ihall come tO' 
*^ me ; and him that cometh to me I will in no wife 
" caft out.*' John vi. 37. Thefe are very remarka- 
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blc words, and muft havc bccn fpokcn wkh thc 
greateft impropriety imaginable, if hc that fpake 
thcm had not an inherent powcr, as Gon, to caft 
out whotn hc would ; but he would not caft out any 
whom thc Pathcr Ihould give him, bccaufc, as hc 
adds, ^^ I came down from hcaven, not to do minc 
^' own will, but thc will of him that fent mc.** Lan- 
guagc herc almoft fccms to fail us, whcn we would 
convcy in words what thc mind conccives upon this 
occafion. Thcrc feems to have been, with rcvercnce 
be it fpokcn, ^s it were, a yoluntary fufpenfion of 
the Diyinc will of thc Acyoc when he canic down 
from hcaven ; for, his coming down from heaven is 
cvidcndy reprefented ąs a yoluntary aćlion of his 
own, KPcTa^^fiKoc $x, TOv ovpavov ; and thc purpofc of 
his coming down as cvidently feems to have pro- 
ceedcd from his yoluntary confenting not to do his 
own will, but the will of him under whofe ccwnmif- 
fion hc confented to a<ft ; and, if it may be permit- 
ted to the frail minds of human creaturcs to fearch 
into the deep things of Gk)D, perhaps thc rcafon of 
this ąuiefcencc of his own Diyinc will, may be pcr- 
ceived in that union of himfelf with man's naturę, 
in which he was to aft, and in wbich hc could not 
aft but in fubmiffion to the will of him that feht 
him ; and, therefore, it might be neceflary that his 
own dirine will^fhould be ąuicfcent. Thefe thoughts 
probably wiłl Icad us to a right appreherifion of the 
fublimc and almoft imfathomablc language of St. 
Paul in his Epiftle to the Corinthians, (i Cor. xv.) 
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He had bcen fpeaking of tlie Son, Christ, thc 
&cuv9jjuj7rocy who was to reign till all was madc fub- 
jećlto hifn; and then fays he, (ver. 28,) ^^ When 
^^ all things fhall be lubdued unto him, then fhall 
^^ the Son alfo himfelf be fubjećl unto him that put 
*^ all things under him, that God may be ail in alU* 
That is, the difpenfation of the 0^av9poo7rog fhall be • 
alLcomplete and finiflied, ivoi ^ o &60c xu wuna £v 
'uTuo iVy that the Godhead may be the whole in every 
refpećl. 

Herę, then, for a moment I muft paufe. — The 
great and aweful fubjećt we are uponreąuires the 
utmoft exertlon and attention, left ony thing fhould 
be faid derogatory from its magnitude, left any thing 
• merely conjeftural, or not fufficiently founded,' 
Ihould b^ fuggefted as truth. But the declaration 
of St. Paul, added to what St. John fays concerning 
the Aoyoc^ feems to open to us a new view pf things, 
in which I think many difficulties will be removed, 
if what occurs to me may be admitted. 

St. PauFs declaration is, that whdn all things fhall 
be fubdued uńto him, then alfo fhall the Son him- 
felf be fubjećl unto him that put all things under 
him. Then fhall the difpenfation of the Qłccy9cM7roc 
be terminated, arid the union of the Aoyog with man's 
naturc ceafe 5 then fhall the Son bimfćlfbt fubjecSl. 
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The term Son, I fuppofe, was then firft affumed 
whcn the Koyog <rap^ sysysro, and that therefore the 

Koyoc was not necejfarily moc. 

The Aoyocy who exifted in the beginning, who 
cxifted with God, who was Gód, who exifted from 
all eternity, sv oc^ij, with God, became incarnate, 
^ and, in confeąuence of this incarnation, e9scc(roc[jLsdoc 
r*iv So^ay aVTOV So^av ouc fjicyoysvovc 'u^ol^u Trarpof, we 
beheld his glory, the glory as of the only begotten 
of the Father. After this, the Evangelifl: drops the 
term Aoyoj, and ufes only \)ioc\ ^nd of the iioc he 
lays, *0 wccTYic uyocTfu roy Cioy kuł 7s-uvtcc isScoKS)/ sv rn 
yit^ii ocvTov. But, it is be obferved, that lliis is not 
faid of the Ts^oyoc, but of the Son, /. e. of the man 
who, by the union of the Koyoc with him, became 
the uiecj the Son of God. Until then the finał pe- 
riod of the difpenfation, all things are deliyered into 
the hands of the Son ; but, when that period fhall 
be fully come, and the vi6tory over death and heli 
be completely accomplifhed ; when all things fhall 
be fubdued unto him ; then, faith St. Paul, fhall the 
Soriy o mocj alfo himfelf be fubjećt unto him that put 
all things under him, that God may be all in all. 
The }^oyoc will then be altogether in tjie unity of the 
Godhead ; the delegated power will be revoked from 
the Son, on whom it had Been conferred ; and the 
whole of the difpenfation will be fii^ally clofed, be- 
caufe all its purpofes will -have been accomplifhed. 
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In this view o{ things Jesus CHiist^ in unicMi 
wlth the 'Aoyocy and in that union horn tht San ofQot>f 
is GoD, becaufe thc Koyoc is GoD. 

In thls view alfo, thc application of tŁc worA Si- 
%^: V, in the above-citcd inllance, as alfo in many 
othcr irrłances of a fimilar kind, doć^ not dctraćt 
at all from the Divinity of the Ko/og ; for it is fo aj)- 
V '^J, in confequence of the filiation which, if I dd 
err, then took place, when the Xo/o^ (tacj^ €/£• 



>Vy re^fon for thinking that thc filiation then took 
pldce, when the \oyog o-ao^ syty^ro^ is nc^ only dc*» 
rivcd from what St. John fays, but from thc lan-< 
guage of the Angel to the Blefled Virgin, as re* 
corded by St. Lukę, i. 35. nviu/xa dyioy €7rs>^v<r^ou 
mi CS Ttat Si^y-^p^ v\]/icov ml^Kioca-H o or SiO koh ro y£y- 
vco^wfov uyiov 7tkiffiB(moci vioc @sov. Thcrefore, then, 
it may be concludcd, the title. Son ofGoT), would be 
when this eyent Ihould have taken place, and, of 
cóurfe, that in the birth of the Koyocj in imion with 
the <rap^ av9fM7n)ą^ confifted the filiation, and, eon- 
feąuendy, that there was no filiation prior to that 
€vent. 

The reader is rcąuefted to be very particularly at- 
tentive to the language of St. John : " In Ae be^- 
*^ ginning was the Word^'' and ^^ thc Word: was vAńi 
'' Gon," and '' the Word was God," and '' He 
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^^ was in ihe błginmng with God ;" and aftcr this he 
lidds, ** And thc Word becamc flefli, and pitched 
** his tent with us^ and we bchcld his glory," that 
is, the glory of the Word in bis becoming ftejhy *^ the 
*^ glory as of the only-begotten of the Father, fiill 
^* of grace and truth.'* The Evangelift doth not 
fay, that thc glory of the Word, in his etemał edf- 
tence with God, ey ocpxifi mcoc tov ©roy, was the ^ory 
as of the only begotten of the Father ; but he iaith^ 
that the glory of the Word, when he became flefh^ 
was fuch. Therefore, it appears to be the exprefs 
dodrine of the Evangelift, however it may have 
bccn overlooked, that the filiation confiiled^ and 
confifted only, in the fFord*s becomingfiejh. 

Thc difpenfation of the ®€otf6pco7róc is the difpcnfa- 
tion of thc \oyoc united with man*s naturę, and ia 
that difpenfation was the rcvelation of what the Pro- 
phet Jeremiah calls a new tbing in the eartb, thc ma* 
nifeftation of ibe Son of God, the 'Koyoc inuniting 
^himfelf with man*s naturę, 6TćP7rBivco(rB¥ sainov yt^ofjuB^ 
^oc V7nixooc^ H^nce all thofe expreffions of commif- 
fion, delcgation, &c. at which fo many have ftum- 
błcd, thcy are the neceflary confeąuence of thc 
ntw coYcnant, which God oiade with man in Jbsus 
Christ. 

Thc X«y«$, alfo, in uniting himfelf with man*s na- 
turę became thc Son of God, But, as the Son ne- 
ccflarily muft havc thc naturę of that of which it is 
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the Son ; fo doth thc term Son neccflarily imply fub- 
ordination and fubjećtion to the will of tjie Father, 
wKich fubordination and fubjeAion are as truły fuch, 
if Yoluntary, as if by the neceflity «f naturę. There- 
fore, it is no impeachment x)f our Lord's Divinity, 
that he was fubordinate, and fubjećt ; therefore, it 
is no impeachment of it, that hc was what a Son 
neceflarily muft be, inferior in refpetfl of the filia- 
tion, although not in refpećl of naturę. 

If this reprefentation Ihould be a juft one, and it 
is with the utmoft diffidence and dread that I fuggeft 
it as fuch, then, I think, many, if not all, thofc 
difficulties with whlch the mmds of fome men havc 
been perplexed, will be entirely removed ; the feem- 
ing contradićlions will difappear; and we may all 
unitę in the acknowledgement of the God, and of 
the Man Christ Jesus, of thć incarnatc Word ' 
becoming the Son of God by his birth in union 
with maąs naturę, and of the fubordination and 
fubje<5tion, as truły annexed to that charafter as thc 
Divine Naturę is by neteffity. But upon.a fubjećt 
of fuch great importance as this, I dare not take 
upon myfelf to decide. If it is true, it will force it- 
felf upon the minds of all who are rational and tem- 
perate ; if it is otherwife, I wilh it not to be jreceiyed 
by any. I acknowledge, that the fuggeftion docs 
not entirely agree with one articlein the Nicene 
Creed as we haye it at this day ; and, if that fhall 
be thought a fufficient objećlion to it, I Ihall think 
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4t my duty to fubmit : but I ąm to obferve, that thc 
words Tojf SK TOV TA^ccTfjog yevvii9iVTix ziFco TarayTooy tmv a^- 
vQQ)f^ are not in the Creed, as ii was originally dcli- 
vered in, and adopted by, the Nicene Fathers, but 
were added afterwafds, although by whom is not 
certainly known ; by fome it is conceived, they were 
added in the fecond generał council at Conftantino- 
ple; by others, that they were added by the Nicene 
Fathers after the diflblution of the Coiincil. This 
latter opinion is adopted by the learned Archbilliop 
yilier, inJiłs traćl De Symbołis\ but, at the famę 
time, he adds, that nothing can, with politive cer- 
tainty, be determined upon the fubjećl^ a;s the aćls 
of the Nicene Council are entirely loft. If, how- 
eyer, they were not added, till after the diflblution 
of the Council, their authority, I think, will there- 
by be very much diminifhed : and at all events, even 
if they had been in the Creed, as it was originally 
adopted by the Council, I do not fee how the ysy- 
yyjdenfic zs-^o fujocvTCAjv tca)v aiMyjoy is to be fupported by 
any thing in the New Teftamęnt ; neither do I fee 
how, by the ufe of thefe words, we affirm morę 
ftrongly the Divinity of the Son of God than by 
their omiflion. If we acknowledge him to be ó/^oou- 
(T/o^, it is fufficient, without endeavouring to reach' 
what lies fo very much beyond us. However, I 
muft not decide ; and, thcrefore, fhall proceed upon 
the famę plan as that on which I began. 
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St. John tclls us, chap^riii. that Jesus, itt his 
tiifcourfc to thc Jews, having told thcm thatbe was 
from abore, and not of this world, lays to them, 
*• If ye bclicYC notthat I am, ye IhaH dic in your 
*^ fins.'* In our tranflation it is, " that I am he ;** 
but this fcems to be impropcr ; thc Greek is on iyon 
€i{juy withdut any perfonal reference; nor, indeed, 
had he becn fa)ring any thing before, to whłch, with 
propriety, it could be referred ; and, it is plain the 
Jews underllood the words as having been fpoken 
without any perfonal reference, for, inunediately 
after they had heard them, thcy alk him, Sw ns ei f 
as if they had faid, the words / am convey no man- 
ner of information to us : Tell us who thou art ? 
For, as yet, it is eyident, that they did not under- 
ftandthe words in the fenfe in whłćh our Lord 
meant them. To their enąuiry, therefore, he re- 
turns no other anfwer, but that he was the famę 
which he had told them from the beginning. How- 
ever, he adds, " When ye have lift up the Son of 
^ Man, then Ihall ye know that I am," on syu stin, 
adhering llill to the famę form of exprefling him- 
felf 2 but the Jews, duli, and not conceiving as yet 
that the words extended fo fiir as thcy rcally did, 
heard them without any direft or particular cenfure : 
at Icngth, howcYcr, they were cfFeftually roufed; 
Ibr^ Jesus^ having told them, that, although thcy 
were the children of Abraham, yet, that thcy did 
not aft as Abraham did ; for, fays he, *^ Your fa- 
*^ ther Abraham rejoiced to fee my day, and he faw 
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•* it, and was glad :" and thcy, mifinterpreting liis^ 
words, having anfwercd him, ^* Thou art not yet 
" fifty ycars old, and haft thou fcen Abraham i"^ 
our ŁoR]> replics to them, ^^ Vcrily, verily, I fky 
^^ nnto you, Before Abraham was I am.'* This re^ 
' ply ferved eflfe<S^ually to open their eycs, and they 
faw plainly cnough now what it was he meant, wheit 
he faid, ^^ If ye believe not ihat I am4M) ye Ihall 
** die in your fins :'* enraged, thercfore^ to the 
higheft degrce, thcy inftantly took up ftones to have ' 
caft at him^ and to have ftoned him to death as ^ 
blafphemer; but he, by his Diyine power, convcyecl 
himfelf away from them,. 

I am well aware, that in common ufage the wórd* 
cyu) stfjii do not always lignify as it is here fuggcftcd, 
and that in generał they only figiiify a perfonal prc- 
fence ; and, if it were poflible to make fenfc of thcm 
by fo interpreting them her^there would be norea- 
fon for departing from the common ufage ; but iii 
this way there is no making any fenfe of them, a5 
without farther difcuflion of the fubjećl may fafely^ 
be left to the obfervation of any common reader r 
for, if interpreted I am he^ or it is I, befide the ab- 
furdity of fuch interpretation, the queftion ftill re- 
curs, Xv uc H ? but, if interpreted as fpoken by the^ 
Son of GoD, in aflertion of that Divine naturę which 
is infcparable from him, the whole becomes elear 
and plain, without the aid of any comment, and the 
Son of Gon is Gop» 

Our 
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Óur Lord had been depićluring bimfelf, in his 

difcourfe tothe Jews, as the Good Shepherd, pro- 

bably not without fonie allufion to the twcnty-third 

Pfalm. He had told them, that his Iheep heard his 

Toice ; that he gave iinto them etetnal lifc^; and, that 

no one fliould pkick them out of his hand : *' My 

'' Father, fays he, who gave them to me, is greater 

*^ than ajl, and no one is able to pluck them out of 

*^ my Father's hand. I ahd my Father are one.'* 

Thefe Words, to a mind unfophifticated with fallacy, 

appear to be extremely plain and deciiivef fo plain 

and decifiye, that much artifice has been ufed to 

eviide their force ; and we are told that no unity of 

fubftance is eKprefled by them, only an unity of 

tonfent. ' But, how do the words exprefs unity of 

confent, rather than unity of fiibilance. Eyw kuł o 

Xloi7?jp lv s<rij.sy is all that is faid ; not a fyllable is faid 

about confent or any thing elfe ; the whole that is 

exprefled is unłiy : and^ moreover, had it been in- 

tended, that the words fliould liave been confined in 

their interpretation to confent only, the expreflion 

fPiould liave been c-tg and not ev ; for, the neuter gcn- 

der, in this inftance, fignifies eyery degree of unity 

that is poflirble without perfonal identłty. That the 

word li/ fhould hare been in the mafculine gender, 

liad it been intended to exprefs conlenfe only, may 

be illuftrated by a very appofite example from Ovid, 

who, fpeaking of the unexampled fricndfliip between 

Pylades and Grejles^ fąys, 

^i duo^corporibus mcntihus uxus erani — 

'' who^ 
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*^ who, though diftinft in thelr bodlly fubftance, 
*^ were one, in the confent and agreement of their 
" minds.'V And, I do not know, that the Greek 
idiom in this refpećŁ difFers at all from the Latiń, 
ot from the idiom of any other łanguage, wherein 
the words themfelves, by their inflexions, eKprćfs 
the gender. If lam miftakeń, fome examples niay 
be produced undoubtedly, wherein the words ev £(r[jisv, 
ev sicrt, are eKprcffive only of merttal agreement* 

The example from i Cor. iii, 8. concerning St. 
Paul and Apollos, does not apply by any meańś. 
The context plainly Ihews, that o .(p€VTsvoov h nai o 
'sroTi^wy ly si(riv have no relation at all, either to unity 
lOf confent or unity of fubffance; but, if I may be 
allowed to exprefs myfełf fo, to unily of nothingnefs. 
flc-c 0^X5 O <pvisvcA}v sci Ti^ovT6 O Z3roTi^ocv a?OC cO av^ciyc4V 
&ŁOC O (pvrevcA)y h tcocl o woTi^ooy lv ^/(r/y, . where h evi- 
dently has the force of ovIćv. 

However, one decifive proof we have from Galat. 
iii. 28. that where fubftantial unity is not intended, 
and mental unity is intended, the word muft be eicy 
and not b. Hocyn; yup u/^f/^, faith St. Paul, się ec^ sy 

Y.ŁC h £<rpv, or się to hsc^jLsyy if fuch had been the 
e;xpreffion, might indced have favoured the conceit 
of unityof confent : but as the words now ftand, tlie 
conceit is groundlefs^ and without any foundation. 

It 
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It wiU aya& nothing againil wiiat is here advanced tm 
urge what is faid, (John xvii.) wherc our Lord, 
prayiilg for his difciplcs, fays, Uurtp dyis, 7iifAi(rof 
ecDtouc 6V t(m> oyoidMU (rov, ovc SćSwxaf [moi, hoc M(riV h koc- 
Bmc ^[jLSic* ^^ Holy Fathcr, keep, through thine own 
^* namc, thofe whom thou haft given me, that ihey 
*^ may be one, as we are.'* The neuter gendcr is 
here ufed, becaufe the unity intendcd is a compara- 
tivc unity, comparative to the fubftantial unity, be- 
tween the Father and the Son, and as that unity was 
neceflarily expreffćd by the neuter gendcr, thercfore 
the comparativc unity required to be exprefled by 
the famę gender likewife. It does not at all foUow, 
that, becaufe it is prayed, *^ that they may be one 
^^ as we are^'' that no other unity fublifts between 
the Father and the Son, than what might be among 
Chriftians ;. for, if it did, by the famę rule we might 
fay, that ihan may have all the perfećlions of Gon, 
and that GoD has nonę but what men may have \ 
alfo, becaufe it is faid, (Matth. v. 48.) '^ Be ye 
^^ therefore perfeft, as } our Father which is in hea- 
^^ ven is perfećt." But, befide^all this, the objećtion 
is groundlefs, on another account, as may be feen 
in" the 22d and %^d verfes of the chapter whence the 
objećlion is derive^ , for there we read, ''And the glory 
^' which thou gaveft me I have given them, that 
*' they may be one even as we are one, I in them, 
*' and thou in me, that they mny be miide perft£t in 
^' one^' lva cari 7cTsh^toojxi ot uc 'y; which latter words 
£x the unity prayed for to a comparative rcfembling 
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nnity, and are totally inapplicable to that whole 
unity which fubfifts between the Father and the Son : 
for, the Father and the Son |y sm ; but the unity of 
Chriftians is się li/, iń accord, in the agreement of 
their minds; which were to be as clofelyji as per- 
feftly united, and in their mutual concurrence as 
void of all diftinćlion as the fubftance of the Father 
is v6id of all diftińftion from the fubftance of the 
Son. In the verfe immediately preceding the paf- 
fage under confideration, it is faid, '^ That they all 
^^ may be one, as thou Father art in me, and I in 
** thee, that they alfo may be one in us ;*' ha xoct 
av70i fy rifjn)f e)f ooa-łv ; which words Ihew clearly, that 
the unity of the Father and the Son is morę than the 
linity wliich was to prevail among Chriftians, and 
confeąuently, that it could not be determined by it, 
and the words, \vithout ai^y force put upon them, . 
may be thus paraphrafed : ^^ That they may partici- 
^^ pate in that portion of our unity (cv r/x/v) of 
^^ which they are capable, in the continued concur- 
*^ rence of their hearts and minds;" which was ve- 
fified, as we read, among the firft Chriftians, Aćls 
iv. 32. ^' And the multitude of them that believed, 
*' were of one heart and of one foul;" jj jcocplioc koci 
^ '^^n pa- 

But, if the words " I and the Father are one,'* 
lignify in confent only, the Jews who heard them 
muft liave been guilty of a ftrange mifapprehenfion ; ' 
fpr, is not, óught not, cvery good man to be united 
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in his confent to the Divine will. How^ then, ćolildt 
the jcws poflibly thipk that there was any thińg cri-' 
minal in the words ? or, that they were a blafphemy 
to be punłlhed with death ? and yet the Evangelift 
tells us, tjius they did conceire of them; for, he 
fays, '* Then took they up ftones again to ftone 
** him." Nay, they themfelves^ in anfwer to ouf 
Lord's ąueftion, for whićh of his good Works they 
ilonedhim? plainly lhew,^that they did not inter- 
pret them of unity of confent only ; for, tlieir words 
are, ^^ For a good work we ftone thee not, but for 
•^ blafphemy, and becaufe, that thou, being a itian,' 
*' makeft thyfelf Gob." After fo plain a manifefta- 
tion of the intcrprctation they put upon his words, 
why does not otir Lord, if he meant unity of con- 
fent only, explain his meaning to them ? Why does 
he not tell them that he did not meah thereby to cali 
lumfelf GoD ? Why does he not reduce them from 
the error in which they were, and whereby his owń 
|łfe was threatened ? But he does nothing of this 
kind: on the contrary, by his anfwer, he fully ac- 
knowledges the truth of their* interpretation^ and morę 
ftrongly affirms the truth of his own Divine naturę* 
In their law, he tells them, it is written, I have faid 
ye are Gbds ; and, '' if he called them Gods, to 
^' whom the Wordof God came," and properly 
called them fo, *^ for the Scripture cannot bebroken, 
** fayye of him whom the Father hath fanftified and 
*' lent into the world ;'* that is, by the union of 
tlie di^^inc and human naturę, ^' Thou błafphemeft, 
.:: . '' be- 
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^^ bećkufe Ifaid, I am the Son of God.** In otłier 
Words ; If, in your law, the men are without błaf- 
phemy, called Gods, to whom the Word of God 
only canle ; and, i( yoU allow that thefe was nothing' 
of blafphemy in their being fo called, why fliould 
you think it blafphemy for the man to whom the 
Word of God is united to fay^ I am the Son of 
GoB ? But yóu fay, that I am only a man, that the 
Word of God is not united tó mc, and that I am 
not the Son of God. *' If (faith our Lord) I do 
** not the Works of my Father, believe me not;" for 
then it will be plain, that I am not the Son of God, 
and that the Word of God iś not united to me; 
*^ but, If I dó, though ye believe not me, yet be- 
^' lieve the Works, that ye may know, with alTu- 
^ rance, and believe that the Pather is in me and I 
^' in him. Therefore, faith the fiyangelift, they 
*' fought again to take him," not only becaufe he 
had not retraćled what he had faid before to them, 
but had affirmed it the morę ftron^ly. — One word 
morć before we quit this chapter ; and it is to recom- 
mend it to the very partićular notice and attention 
of the reader, that the words, 'Tióg iov ©sov si[jli, are 
in this chapter plainly fynonymous with Eyo; xoci o 
TlocTYj^ sv fa-/x.^łż; for the Jews had charged our Lord 
with blafphemy, becaufe he had faid, '^ I and the 
^^ Father are one; but, in his anfwer to them, the 
fuppofed blafphemy is afcribed to his having faid 
that he was the Son of God. Hence are we moft 
affuredly taught, by our Lord himfelf, that tlie 
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term, ^^ Son of Gqd," always implies in it, that h# 
i» a partaker in the Divine naturę.- 

Lazarus, whotti Jesus loved, wasfickl when her 
teard of it he faid, (John xi. 4.) ^' This ficknefs i^ 
•^ not unto death, but for the glory of God, that 
^' the Son of Gop might be glorified thereby." l( 
the Son of God was not in iinity with God, how 
was the Son*s glory the glory of God ? But here it 
i& expreffly faid, that the glory of the Son, tvas the 
glory of God, Cttćc^ iyic h^r,c zov Qeov Ux 5oga<r5)| S. 
*lCićc Tov @sov S/' aiific. Had the conjunćlion kui in- 
tervened, and the text had been xai iw lo^ojo-Oriy &o 
the cafe might have been otherwife ; but, as it isy 
we are moft plainly taught hereby^ that tlie glory 
of the Son of God is the glory of God ; and therev 
Ibre, that the Son of God is God*. This paflage^, 
compared with John xiii. 31, rnarks the difference 
feetween the terms, *' Son of God,'* and ^' Son of 
*^ Man;*' for, therb it iswritten,'^' Now is the Sort 
^* of Man glorified, and God is gloriiied in him. If 
*' GoD be glorified in him, God fliall alfo glorify 
*^ him in himfelf, and fhall ftraightway glorify" 
*^ him.'* Herc we are taught, that the glory of the^ 
Son of Man is a communicated glory, the glory of 
God in him ; but the glory of the Son of GoB is the 
proper glory of God, the proper glory of himfelf as^ 
being God ; whereas the glory of the Son of Marp 
is not a glory proper eflential' to himfelf, but is the 
glory of God in him; and, therefore^ God waś glo~ 
7 rified 
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tified by the Son of Man's being glorified ; Ni;y sSo- 
^oco-9fj o vioc TOV ocv9pco7rov KOCI o @£oc eSo^aaSyj BV umcfi 
It is hence almoft impoffible not to obfen^e, 
łiow the errórs of thofe minds, which are not per- 
fuaded qf the truth of our Lord's Divinity, pro- 
ceed, in all probability, from inattention to the two 
charafters which he fuffcained, as the Son of God, 
and the Son of Man. In the prefent Inftance, where 
the words are fpoken in confeąuence of Judas having 
withdrawn for the purpofe of betraying him, it all 
belonged to him as the Son of Man. In the former 
inftance they all belonged to his Divine charafter ; 
in this, he exerted his Divine power, in recalling a 
man to life, who had been dead, and four days bu- 
ried; and therefore that €xertion of power is faid tQ 
be for the glory of Gon, without any regard had, 
or notice taken, of his being the Son of Man. In 
that, where fufFerings were to be the confeąuence of 
the treachery of Judas, it is therefore faid, Now is 
the Son of Man glorified, who alone was to endure 
thofe fufFerings, without any regard had, or notice 
taken, of his being the Son of God only, as God 
was in him; therefore, through his fortitude and 
patient perfeverance under them, God would alfo 
confeąuentially be glorifiedt 

Let us now proceed to the next chapter, John 
xiv. a chapter much to be obferved, and which, if 
we do not admit. our Lord's Diyinityjis abfolutely 
unintelligiblc. Our Lord, comfortin^ his difci- 
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pies, bids them, that they fhpuld not be troubled, 
*' Ye believe in God, believe alfo in me." The 
Greek is, IlicsisTs sig tov ©soy, koci eig s^jus TsrięsysTe. 
Upon this it is obvious to remark, that the famę 
faith which is reąuired of them towards God, he re- 
quires of them towards himfelf ; it is a faith eic @<ov 
and stg €iJLe. Now, where the faith is eąnal, they 
^^ho reąuire that faith muli be equal likewife. Ne- 
ver yet was it heard, that the famę faith was due tQ 
a created being, or to what is not God, as to Godj 
the Cfeator himfelf; but here the Son exa(5ls of his 
difciples the very famę faith, which furely he would 
not do, if his bein^ were difFerent from the being of 
God; and his exaćling it of us, if he is not God^ 
himfelf, is leading us into an error ; which it is im- 
poffible for him to do, 

After foipe intervening difcourfe, he faith to his 
difciples, ^* If ye had known me, ye Ihould have 
*^ known my Father alfo; and, from henceforth, ye 
*' know him, and bave feen htm.'^ Thefe words the 
difciples not at all comprehending, Philip faith to. 
him, " Lord fhcw us thc Father, acid it fufficeth 
^^ us." He is anfwered in thefę very remarkable. 
words, *^ Have I been fo long time with you, and 
*f yet haft thou not known me, Philip? He that 
*^ hąth feen me hath feen the Father ; and how fay- 
y efl; thou, Shew us the Father? Belieyeft thou not 
^[ that I am in the Father, and the Father in me. 
^\ The words that I fpeak unto yoU;, I fpeak not o£ 
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^^myfelf, but my Father that ' dwelleth in me, he 
*^ doeth the works. Believe me, {zs-icsisn [jloi^) that 
^* I am in the Father aąd the Father in me, or elfe 
' '^ believe me for the very work's fake." I have given 
this palTage at its fuli length, and now reąueft the 
reader to try what fenfe he can make of it. If the 
Son is not God, in unity with the Father ; I do not 
mean that he fhould try by what ji:^gling and leger- 
denmin tricks he may get rid of its forcc, but how, 
by any fair and honeft modę of interpretation, he 
can interpret thefe words into ariy fenfe if Jesus 
Christ is not God in unity with the Father. 

The word scjopa^ccrs may indeed be interpreted o£ 
the mind's eye of contemplation ; but I do not know 
that it can be fo^ interpreted, except the aćlion of 
the bodily organ hath iirft intervened, where a per- 
lon is not in a trance, nor hath his vifual powers 
fufpended by fleep. But let us fuppofe it to be 
otherwife: let us fuppofe, that the difciples, who 
were neither in a trance, nor afleep, are told, *' that 
*^ he, who in his mind hath contempktedme, hathin 
*^ his mind alfo contemplated the Father," and that 
the contemplation of the Son necellarily involves in it 
the contemplation of tłie Father, what' will be gotten 
hereby? Nothing: for, if the Father and the Son 
have not the famę naturę, the contemplation of the- 
Ol e will not involve in it the contemplation of the 
pther, any morę than the contemplation of a circle 
will involve in it the inftrument by which it is de- 
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fćribed; for, afluredly, a man may contempkte ^ 
circle withóut having given the moft diftant notion 
of that by which it is defcribed. Who would not 
be laughed at who fliould fay, he that hath feen ą 
circle hath feen a pair of compafles ? Ąnd it would 
be eąually as abfurd, if the Son hath not the famę. 
naturę as the Father, to fay, he that hath feen the 
Son hath feen the Father alfo ; for, if the Son hath 
not the famę naturę as the Father, it is impoffible' 
that in the Son the Father Ihould be feen, whether 
by the eye of the body, or of the mind ; for, moft 
certain we may be, if we give credit to the whole 
tenor of the Gofpel, that the perfon of the Son h 
not the perfon of the Father; and, therefore, it 
Ihould feem, that the words we havc been confider- 
ing do not relate to a perfonal view of the Son, and 
by confeąuence, if they do not relate to a perfonal 
view of him, they muft relate to him in fome othcr 
riew, common eąiially to the Father as to the Son, 
that is, in the view of that Divine naturę which is, 
common to both. Hence, he that hath feen the 
Son hath feen the Father alfo. The contemplation 
of the Son s Divine naturę is the contemplation of * 
the Fathers, bccaufe, the Divine naturę is oneonly; 
juft as by an knperfećl illuftration we may fay, the 
contemplation of the human naturę in one man is 
the contemplation of the human naturę in the whole 
fpecies, becaufe tłie human naturę is one only, a^d 
not direrlified. 
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\ TPhat we do not mifinterpret our I^ord^s words 
when we thus afcribe tliem to his participation in 
the unity of the Divine Naturę, there is the greateft 
reafon to believe, becaufe he fays, *^ Believe me 
** that I am in the Father, and the Father in me.'* 
Now what poHible meaqing can be affixed to thefe 
words if they do not reąuire us to bęlieve the unity 
pf the Son, in the divine naturę with the Father. 
perfonal identity, we ąre well aflured, they cannot 
relate to ; and, if they do not, there is no other iden- 
tity to which they can relate, but identity of naturę 
If, indeed, the words are fuppofed to have no literał 
jrfieaning, then conjecSture may boldly travęrfe ita 
own regions ^yitho.ut interruption, and the words 
may fignify any thing ox nothing, according to th^ 
track in which the imągination wanders. But, if 
^ey haye a literał meaning, no conjećlure or rea- 
foning upon the fubjećl \s admiffible, which is not 
founded upon the balis of that literał meaning : and 
a literał meaning they moft afluredly have, or they 
have no meaning at all. For Philip, not cortceiving 
how he could be faid to have feen the Father, fays, 
^^ LoRB, fhcw us the Father, and it fufficeth us/' 
This reąuifition is a plain and literał one, and there- 
fore required an anfwer that ihould be plaih and li- 
terał likewife ; for, if it did not llterally apply to the 
queftion, it would be fo far from being fatif- 
faćtory to the enquirer, that it would rather be. 
deemed an evafion than an anfwer. What then is 
J^e anfwer ? It is an anfwer that truły and łiterally 
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ąpplies itfelf to the ąueftion : ^^ Have I becn fo long 
*' time with you, and yet haft thou not known me, 
•^ Philip ? He that hath feen me, hath feen the Fa- 
*' ther, and how fayeft thpu, Shew us the Father ? 
^^ Believeft thou not that I am in the Fatiier, and 
«' tlie Father in mc ?" Words that mote direćlly 
ąpply in anfwer to the ąueftion, I know not where 
we fhall iind; and, therefore, as applying fo di- 
rećlly to the ąueftion, they are to be interpretcd 
according to their plain and obvious acceptation. 
Shew us the Pather, fays Philip ; and the anf^ver is, 
In me you have feen the Father, for I am in the 
Father, and the Father is in me. 



It is obfervable, that when our Lord^ aflerts 
his divine unity with the Father, he doth not pro- 
pofe it to the difciples for the inveftigation of their 
reafoning powcrs. He knew that, at prefent, it lay 
fer beyond the reach of thofe powers, and therefore 
to Philip he fays, Ov wicsv£iCy &c. and again, -ar/^ 
ccV£TS ^01 ; and again, Ei Is Jjlyi, lia. toc sc/yoc "curŁ^eysu 
fjLoi ; but, in the progrefs of his difcourfe, he tells 
them, that when the Spirit of Truth was come tc^ 
them, '^ At that day ye ftuU know that I am in my 
*' Father, and you in me, and I in you." Thus it 
ftands in our tranflation ; but I ąueftion whetherthe 
word oTi is rightly rendered or not ; I Ihould rather 
exprefs it by quatenuSy and fo make it fignificant of 
the refpećl^the degree^in which he was in his Fa- 
ther, and they in him, and he in thcn\ ; for it can-*t 
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not de doubted, but that the words Eyu sv tw ^atręi 
l^v are difFerent in manner and degree from TjfjLstę s¥ 
ajjioi. Be this, howeyer^ as it will, the purport of 
the paflage is, ^' that when the Spirit of Truth was 
f^ come, he fliould communicate to thcm that cer-r 
*^ tainty of ls;nowledge which their reafoning powera 
f' alone could not attain unto. For the prefent 
*^ ypu muft give credit fo me, or if not to me, at 
f ^ leaft to the works which I do ; but when the Spirit 
f * of Truth is come, he Ihall leail you into all truth, 
f ^ and then Ihall you know the certainty of thofe 
f ' things ^yhich I i^ow reąuire yoijtp bclieve." 

Befbre we quit this chapter, At will be neceflary 
to take notice of a paffage towards the conclufion of 
it, which has by many been mifunderttood, ver. 28. 
f ^ Ye have heard how I faid unto you, I go away 
*^ and come again unto you. If ye loved me, ye 
^' would rejoice, becaufę I faid, I go unto the Fa- 
f^ ther. For my Father is greater than /.", Thefe 
latter words are ćOBftl^ćd to be indifputable evi- 
dence of the Son's inferiority. As he is inferior to 
Cjod, faith the Spcinjan, hę is no Gon at all. As 
he is inferior to the Father, faith the Arian, he 
thcrefore is not confubftantial, and equal to him ; 
but they both feem to be wrong. ' The Greek is, 
oy\, o tatcctyip ijlov [jiSi^c^y ixov sgi. To have favoufed 
their conceitĘ the word Ihould have been //=/^oy, 
y^hich it is not : /x5/^wy exprefleth only a circumftantial 
|reatnefs,. which may be ąmong equals. But, it 
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Will be faid, what circumftantial greatnefs can thcre 
be in the divinity. It is anfwered thus : Our LoKd 
Jiath told us, that he came out from God, and camc 
into the world, and that he came out from the Fa- 
ther E^iyACoy rsu^ Tev ©wy, Ts-accc tou warpo^, that he 
came out not to do his own will, but the will of him 
that fent him in an union with our human naturę. In 
this ftate he was in a roluntary ftate of humiliation, 
and as the Scripture fpeaketh, ht humbled himjelf \ 
and, in thi^ ftate of humiliation he faith, i TsrąTYjp [jlou 
fist^ocjf ij,cv (ci. In his divine prayer, John xvii. he 
p|-ayeth: '^ And now, O Father, glorify me with 
♦' thine ownfelf, with the glory which I had wit b 
^* tbee before the world was^ Now, it is evident, 
when he thus prayed, that he was not at that timo 
in that glory, and therefore was he in a circumftan-ł 
tial degree of inferiority ; and, confequently, when 
he faid the Father was greater, it was • t\o impeach-^ 
ment of his eflential eąuality with the Father, the 
inferiority was all circumftantial ; it was becaufe he 
was in a ftate of humiliation, which the Father waa 
not; it Was becaufe he had divefted himfelf of his 
divine glory when he took our naturę upon him, 
and became man, which the Father had not. What 
fenfe or meaning is there in the paflage under eony 
lideration, if the Socinian or Arian interpretation is 
juft ? ** If ye loved me ye would rejoice, becaufe I 
** faid I go unto the Father f and the reafon why 
they would rejoice, becaufe he went unto the Fa- 
ther, is affigned, ^^ For my Father is greąter than I.'* 
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Biit wliat gi^ound of rejoicing coiild therć be In thiS|^ 
that he was to go unto the Father, and there to be 
in a ftate of inferiority ? This coiild not ferve to 
elevatc thc hearts of his difciples ; whereas, confider 
him in a ftate o^ humiliation, as ąiiiefcent in his owii 
will, and as having divefted himfelf of his own di- 
Vine giOry^ which he had with the Father befbre the 
world Was, and the whale becomes plain and ińtelli- 
gible. He left them to go unto the Father, to be in 
his original greater glory with the Father, and who 
Was greater in glory than he at that time was. He 
left them to reafllime that eflential participation of 
the Father's glory, which he had, for a while, laid 
ftfide, that he might become man; and to be irl that 
ftate of divine exaItation, which was greater than 
any thing they had beheld in him here on earth. 
Herę, then, was ample groimd of triumph and exul- 
tation for the difciples : their Mafter did not leave 
them^to be ftill farther degraded ^nd defpifed ; he 
did not leave them^in order to continiie in his pre- 
fent ftate of humiliation, but to quit it, and to be 
'zsrapa to) zstut^i^ who being p<^wv, he being with him 
WQuld be greater alfo : and here it muft be owned, 
that the difciples, notwithftanding all their Mafter 
had faid to them, did not, as yet, feem perfećlly to 
comprehend him. It feems as if they did not rightly 
underftand what he meant by coming out from the 
Father. At length, however,' their minds are open- 
cd; and our Lord having told them, John xri. 
that the time was coming, wherein he fhould, with- 
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fbńt a parable, lliew them ópenly of the l^atfier ; tliał 
fhe Father loved them, becaufe they had loved him, 
and had believed that he came out fr om God, 7xyapoi 
T&) @6Cć ; he adds, " I came out from the Father^ 
^^ and am come into the world : again, I leave the 
^* world, and go unto the Father." Thefe words 
ćfFećtually removed all their doubts and difficulties, 
and, in a tranfport of faith, they reply ta him, 
**^ Now we know that thou knoweft all things, and 
*' needeft not th«lt any man fhould alk thee. By 
*^ this we beliete that thou cameft out from God." 
words moft ftrongly attefting to the divinity of their 
blefled Maftćr, but which feem to have operated 
upon them only for the prefent moment, for, foon 
after, they were all fcattered, forfook him, afid l^ft 
hinl alone; and yet, fays our Lord, when he fore- 
warned them of the event, *M am not alone, for' 
** the Father is with me ;" to whom the Son of God 
was infeparably united in the Divine Naturę, aś he 
had repeatedly told them before, when he faid to 
them, I am in the Father^ and the Father in me^ which 
is an unity : if langilage has any meaning that is iii- 
feparable. Should the teader, however, think fit to 
adopt the fuggeftion which has already beeh madę 
concerning the filiation, the words we have been 
conlidering will have no mailner of difficulty in 
them. The jftate of a Father is evidently fuperior to 
that of a Son ; and, therefore, whcn the Son' went ' 
to the Father he, with trutli and propriety, would 
fay, '' My Father is greater than I;" becaufe, as 
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tlie A 070^ had humbled himfelf to become a Son bjr. 
łiis birth of the Virgin, in union with nian's naturę, 
therefore, by necefllty, thc Fathei*/in that rcfpećl, 
muft be greater, otherwife the humiliatioń would 
not be real. And, moreorer, on account qf this 
humiliatioń thercfore, the Son is declared not to 
know the hóur óf the day of judgement, thc Father 
having refeired the times arld the feafons in his own 
power ; which refervation was not becaufe the Fa- 
ther is morę God than the Aoyog, but in evidence of, 
and becaufe, the Aoyog had humbled himfelf. 

If the Son of God is God, as hath been afl^imed 
from the the terms Son of Gcd, and as by this time 
appears to be no groundlefs aflumption, then all 
the privileges, prerogatives, properties, and what- 
ever eflentially pertaincth unto God, are the Son of 
God's. This, I apprehend, is undeniable. Ilear 
then what he himfelf faith to his difciples, John xvi. 
^^ When he, the Spirit of Truth, is ćome, he fliall 
^^ guide you into all truth. He fhall glorify me, 
^^ for he Ihall receive of taine, and fhall Ihew it 
*^ unto you. All things that the Father hath, wocv' 
** 7^ ócra s%si o rATOcJ/ic, omnia qualiacunque pater habei^ 
" are minę ; therefore I faid unto you that he jhall 
^* take of mine^ and Ihew it unto you." Is it pofli- 
ble, if language has meaning, that words can be 
morę expreffive than thefe, ^^ All things whatfoever 
^^ the Father hath are minę ?" Therefore, he is God 
in unity with the Father, otherwife the words could 
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Ąat.bc truć. Again, chap. xvii. where he is pi^a}> 

Ing for his difciples, he fays, *^ I pray for them, t 

*' pray not for the World, but for them which thoU 

*' haft given me ; for they are thine, and all mino 

*' are thine; and thinfe are miile, and I arii glorified 

^' in them." The Greek is, Kai tu sfiu zjoc^Jcc coc s0 

. Tcoct Toc orx sjia, that is, all ihaf I have is thinCj and 

tbat tbou hajł is tninei, What language is this, with 

Which to addrcfs the Omnipotent Father and God 

of the univeffe^ if the perfon fo addrefling him ia 

hot equal and confubftantial, oi* is, ih any degree, 

\h his naturę inferiór to God ? Addtefs your fupe- 

rior neighbóur in terms of this kind, and wondef 

tiot if j^u tnefet With a return anfwerable td your 

prefumption and infolence. duibbles and evafion9 

here, from the ihdeterftiinate language of the Englifh, 

are all entirely frivolous and ufelefs. The Greek in 

this, aś in the foregoing inftance, is in the neutet' 

plural, which compi^ehends every thiilg that is eon- 

ceivable and poffible, zituv^,u ia-oc e%u o mocj-zic iż^lcc sci, 

and 70C (TOC s^jlu, 

I fhall produce only one paflage mofe from the 
holy Evangelift, Chap. xx. and it is relative to our 
Lord\s making himfelf known to Thomas, after his 
refurirećlion. It feems he had appeared to many of 
the difciples, who had informed Thomas that they 
had feen the I^ord ; but he gave no credit to them, 
declaring that, except he had the moft certain pof-^ 
' fible eyidence, he fhould pay no regard either to 
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tlieir teftimony OT to appearances. Some days af- 
terwards it happened that the difciples were affem- 
bled together, and Thomas was among the number. 
Unexpe6ledly, the doors being Ihut, Jesus appear- 
ed in the midft, and, when he had calmed their 
minds by fpeaking peace to them, he calls to Tho- 
mas, and bids him put his finger into his hands, and 
thruft his hand into his lide, and " be not faithlefs, 
^[ but bclieving." Obferve well the conduft of 
Thomas upon this occafion ; he faw enough to con- 
vince him of all he wanted to know, he faw the 
wounds, he faw that it was his crucified mafter, 
thereforc Attbtcpi^yi o ©CA^iuk.^ koci $i7rsv ATTO, o Kvcioq 
^LOv noci o &£oc iJLOVf '^ Thomas anfwered and faid to 
Aim, JMy Lord and my God." To eyade the 
force of this confeffion of Thomas, nmuch art and 
many quibbles have been reforted to ; and, among 
' the reft, it has been fuggefted that the words were 
merely an effiifion of furprife and aftonifhment, and 
therefore not to be regarded as of any confeąuence. 
But why fhould furprife and aftonifhment caufe him 
to ufe thcfe words rather than any other ? The force 
of fudden furprife, I acknowledge, is very great, 
but is not fuch as to make a man fpeak what is of 
no confeąuence, but, juft the contrary, to make 
him fpeak things that are of the utmoft cdnfeąueące, 
to fpeak the things that really are, and not the 
things that are not. When the gentlcman's fer- 
vant difcovered our Charles II. under the difguife in 
which he lay in bed, how did the poor fellow's fud- 
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Ątn iurprifc operate upon him ? He droppcd upoH 
. his knee, and addrefled him with the terms King 
andMajefty; terms, at that time, dangerous to be 
ufed, becaufe true. But thefetrue terms weredrawn 
from him under tlie fuddennefs of his furprife, and 
therefore the fuddennefs of furprife operates towards 
the manifeftation of real truths ; and hence, if from 
this Gaufe Thomas called his mafter his Lord and 
his GoD, his calling him fo ought to be moft fe- 
rioufly attended to, as being the genuine eyidence 
of what Thomas was really, and from his heart, per- 
fuad^d that he was. However, Thomas's words did 
not proceed from any fuch caufe as this. They 
were a concife, but complete, confeffion and decla- 
ration of his faith, deliberately conceived, and from 
convićtion, and contain much morę in them than- 
generally had been imagined. They are jn'acknow- 
ledgement, that the perfon to whom he addrefled 
himfelf is the Son of Man, invefted with all power 
in heaven and in eartłi ; and they are jn atteftation 
of his Divinity, and that he is łbe Son o/" Gon. Ku- 
ciog, as is evident from its theme Kvęoc, and its deri- 
vative Kvct£VM, which lignifies io exercife dominion^ is 
a perfon that has dominion. This, therefore, Tho- 
mas acknowledges in his crucified Mafter, when he 
fays to him, 'O Kup/o^ /xoi;, ańd when he addrefTes to 
him the words 'O @soc ij^ov^ he thereby acknowledges 
his Divinity in his union with the Aoyocy who 
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There lias been, ^ it is to be fearecl, , a too . generał 
Inifapprehenfion, that the words under confideration 
^re merely a repetition of the famę idea ; but the 
ideas are totally diftinćl. The former words we 
may, perhaps, the morę clearly fee the force of, if 
we attend to the foUowing particukrs : When Je- 
sus, fupported by his union with the Aoyocj had 
gone through all his various fcenes of perfecutioti 
and rebuke, linlefs, and without fpot or blemifh, 
he, at length, was brought to the laft fad aćls of 
the dreadful tragedy, and nailed to the crofs. Un- 
der thefe circumftances, it was neceflary that the 
Divinity Ihould withdraw, that all might be accom- 
pliihed, and Jesus expire. He withdrew; Jesus 
moft feelingly exclaimed, ** My God, my God, 
*^ why haft thou forfaken me !" foon after which all 
was finifhed ; he bowed the head, and gave up the 
ghoft. From the crofs he was removed to the fepul- 
chre, and on the third day the Divinity refumed its 
union, and God raifed up that famę Jesus, who 
was crucified, from the dead. He raifed him up to 
be moft amply rccompenfed for all his grievous fuf- 
ferings, and for the work which he had accomplifli- 
ed, to be a prince and a faviour, to be both Lord 
and Christ. *' Let all thehoufe of Ifrael" (faith 
, St. Peter^ Aćls ii. 36.) " know alTuredly, that God 
** hath madę that famę Jesus, whom ye hav'e cru- 
^^ cified, both Lord and Christ :" Kv^ioy koci X^r- 
ct>v. And he himfelf faith to his difciplcs, after his 
Tefurrećlion, ^' All power is given to me in hearen 
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*^ and in earth." This power, it is prefumed, waśf 
given him as a recompence for his fufFerings, iit 
confeąuence of his union with the Aoyoc; for, the 
Son of GoD, after the refurrećlion of Jesus, re- 
mrning to the bofom of his Father, and to the glory 
which he had with him before the world was, necef- 
farily carried with him the crueified Jesus, in whonl 
he had tabernacled, and there placed him at the 
right hand of the Majefty on high ; and, the union 
ftill continuing, all power was d.evolved upon him ; 
and ** GoD highly exaked him^ and gave him a 
** name that is above every name, that at the namc 
*^ of Jesus every knee fhould bow, of things in 
*' heaven, and things in earth, and things under 
** the earth, and that every tongue ihould confefs^ 
*^ that Jesus Christ is Lord, oti Kvpioc lrj(rovc 
*' Xpłcóc, to the glory of Gon the Father." Philip.' 
ii. 9. Impreffed with thefe, or with limilar fenti- 
ments, Thomas, when he faw that his crucified 
Mafter really was rifen frbm th« dead, knowing the 
power by which he was raifed, and the cohfeąuences 
that fpltowed from that refurrećlion, in this exalta- 
tion, moft amply, and without any referve, makes^ 
a fuli confeflion of his^ faith, 'O Koc^iog fxoVy kou ó 
&:0(; ij.ć'j-; a confeflion which the Lord received 
with fuli approbation^ as appears by the anfwer 
which he madc ta Thomas^ '^ Becaufe thou haft 
*' feen,-thou haft belieyed,"" namely, that I am a 
KvĘio; KOCI oOiog, ^' Blefled are they that have not" 
^' feen, and yet have believed.'* 

But 
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But it will be ncceflary to give this matter a little 
farther confideration. Our Lord hadfaid to Tho- 
mas, 'Myj yŁvo\) ocTTicocj uKKoc ziricoc ; in the tranflation, 
^^ Be not faithlefs, but believing;" which appears to 
be erroneous ; for, ziTigoc does not properly fignify 
believingj hut perfuadedy convinced: its theme is zirsiSuj^ 
ferfuadeo, and^it is formed from the perfectum paf- 
live ; and, however it may feem in fome inftances 
to have an aćtive lignification, its generał and pri- 
mary fignification is paflive. By fomę it is thought 
never to have an aćlive fignification ; and, perhaps,^ 
it would be very difficult to prove the cpntrary from 
any infl:ances in the New Tefliament. In the prefent 
inftance, however, its fignification is uądoubtedly 
paflRve ; for, otherwife, Thonias would be reąuired 
to believe the faćl to be true, when he had ocular 
cońvi6lion, ańd^;?^?^^; that it really was true; which. 
would have been abfurd, inafmuch a^ faith is inap-r 
plicable where there is the certainty of convićlion^ 
The meaning, therefore, of the words under confi- 
deration is, " Be no longer doubtful, and in a flate 
'^ of uncertainty, as you hitherto have been, but 
^' know, and be convinced, by the fenfible evidence 
^^ which is now afForded you, of my being in truth 
*^ rifen from the dead." And the anfwer of Thomas 
to his Mafl:er confirms to us the truth of this inter-r 
pretation; for, inftead of faying, that he now be- 
Uev€s the truth of his rcfurrećlion, it is very re-. 
plarkable, that he does not fay a word upon the fub-^ 
jećl, but confines himfelf entirely to a decląr^tion of 
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his faith in the perfon of his blefled Mafter, as Gon 
and Man, which he could now well believe him to. 
be, as he had fuch indifputable a/Turance of his be- 
ing rifen from the dead. 

Again: Our Lord fays to Thomas^ *^ Becaufe 
^' thou haft feen me thou haft believed." Beiieved 
what ? E"clieved that he was rilen from the dead ? 
But Thomas's words were not expreffive óf any fuch 
faith ; tliey were expreflive only of his faith in the 
perfon of his Mafter, grounded indeed on the fenli- 
ble affurance he had of his reftirreftion, but without 
any direćfc reference to it; therefore, the words 
^' thou haft beheved" do not relate, as fome have 
imagined, to a faith in the refurrećlion, but to a 
faith in the divine perfon of our J^ord, of which, 
as there could not then be any fenlible evidence, fo 
could it only be an objećt of faith. The remaining 
part of our Lórd's reply to his difciple is, ^* Blefled 
*^ are they, ol ijlyj i^oyT--c -koci ziTiciyjocyuc, who, with- 
'^ out having feen, are, neverthelefs, believers;" 
v/here the word 'ciricsv(ravTtc muft refer to the faith 
juft before cxpreffed by Thomas ; a faith not in the 
fa^ of the refurreftion, but in the divine perfon of 
his Mafter, fo that the bleffing here pronounced ia 
applicable to thofe only whp belieye in the divine 
perfon of Jesus Christ, and who can fay to him, 
with an aflurance of faith eqvial to that exprefled by 
St. Thomas, o Kv^iog /xou Kai o Osoc [jlou^ My Lord 
ĄND MY GoD; any other interpretation of the 
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abovc, the pafTage appears to be incapable of without 
quibbles and evalions. 

To the extraćls which have been already madc 
from the Holy Gofpels I add no morę, although 
very many morę might have been produced. Thefe 
are fufRcient to convince any ingenuoiis mind, and 
morę would only have ferved to increafe the bulk of 
the piiblication, and, pcrhaps, have added nothing 
to its efFeft. If the reader fliould be furprized at 
my not having availed myfelf of our Lord*s mira- 
cles, aś being ftrong evidences of his Dirinity, my 
anfwer is, I acknowledge, from the manner in which 
they were wrought, that they are moll ftrong evi- 
dences of it ; but, as the prevailing humourhas been 
to confider miracles merely as evidences of a divine 
miffion, I am willing, on this occafión, to be con^ 
tent with that opinion. It fufficicntly anfwers my 
purpofe, becaufe it eftablifhes, on the moft furę 
grounds, the veracity of the perfon who performs 
them ; and the whole that I wifh is, that our Lord 
may be believed, when he fays " I and the Father 
^^ are one;" when he fays, ^* As the Father knows 
^^ me, eyen fo know I the Father;" when he fays, 
*^ AU things whatfoever the Father hath are minę." 
When our Lord ufeth thefe and other exprefnon3 
of a llke tendency, his great and mighty works moft 
fuUy afllire us of the truth of them. '^ Believe ?ne 
^' (he falth himfelf), that I am in the Father, and 
^^ the Father in me ; or elfe belieye me for the vcry 
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<^ iporks^ fukeT So that he himfelf makes miraclcs 
to*l;)e evidences of his own veracity when he aflerts 
his urlion with the Father; and, therefore, as all 
parties are wiUing to admit that miracles moft firmly 
eftablifh the trutb of the perfon by whora they are 
performed, I have been contented with that opi- 
nion, without urging the divine omnipotence of him 
who faith to the Lepęr, '^ I will, be thou clean;" 
who commandeth the winds and the fea to be calm, 
and tliey obey him ; and who faith to the dead man, 
*^ 1 fay unto thee, arife !" and he is alive agaim 

Having then Ihewn, and, I think, unanfwerably, 
that the Gofpels aflert the Divinity of the Son of 
GoD ; that they teach us, that the Son of God is. 
GoD in the unity of the Divine naturę with the Fa- 
ther ; it is now my intention to examine the other 
parts of the New Teftament^ and to produce, if any 
fuch there are, corroboratlng proofs of this great 
truth. But, firft, it will be neceflary to premife, 
that, after our Lord's refurrećlion, a new braach of 
the Divine difpenfation towards mankind began to 
be difplayed. Hitherto it had been the fufFering 
Jesus only, the defpifed and rejećled man of for- 
rows,> fupported indeed under his mighty conflićls 
by his union with the Divinity ; but, neverthelefs, 
bearing all the heavieft burthens of the blackeft and 
moll undeferyed reproach, After his refurrećlion 
tlicfe conflićts were all at an end. He was no longer 
the fufFering, but the triumphant, Jesus, advanced 
to the right hand-of God, where all power was given 
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to him both in heaven and in earth, and where he 
was to reign, as a prince and a faviour, until all his 
enemies were fubdued unto him. Under thefe cir- 
cumftances, we miift not be furprized if we find the 
minds of the difciples and apoftolical writers almoft 
wholly abforbed in the greatnefs of this moft won^ 
derful difpenfation, fo that their language chiefly 
turns on their Mafter exaltęd into the fulnefs of 
power, feldom touching on his union with the Di- 
vinity, which is prefuppofed in his exaltation ; and 
without which, it may be prefumed, that exaltatioii 
never would have taken place : for, indeed, the ex- 
altation of Jesus to the right hand of God, and in- 
vefted with all power both in hcayen and earth, was 
a moft ftupendous aćl, and only to be accounted 
for by his union with the Divinity; and therefore 
the very exaltation is a proof of the Divinity of the 
SonofGoD, who, as God, alone could place him 
at the right hand of God. He was his partner, 
if without irreverencę it may be fpoken, during 
all his fufFerings here ' upoń earth. He was his 
partner when he arofe from the dead, and as fuch 
he carried him with him into the higheft heavens, 
and placed him " far above all principality and 
*' power, and might and dominion, and every 
^* namc that is named, not only in this world, but 
*' alfo in that which is to come." But, however 
the Sacred Writers delight chiefly to dwell on this 
great and very high advancement of the man Jesus, 
and in him of human naturę, they, neverthelefs, 
when the occalion calls for it, moft ftrongly, and 
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oncąulyocally, aflert the ETiyinity of the Son of 
GoD, as fhall now be exemplified. For this pur- 
pofc many paffages might be cited from the Afts of 
the Apoftles; as, particularly, Aćls i. whcre the 
Apoftks, alfembled together for thepurpofc ofelećl- 
ing a perlon into their number, in the room of Ju- 
das, addrefs their Maller in thcfe terms, ^^ Thou, 
*^ Lord, which knoweft the heartsof all men, fhew 
*^wherher of thefe two thou haft chofen." In like man- 
ner, Aćls ii. 39. ^^ For, the promifę is to you and 
•^ to your children, and to all that are afar ofF, as 
*^ many as the Lord our God {hall cali ;" zo-poc ku- 
7^s(rr,7cćt Ku^iog o Ssog t^[jloov. Thefe, with feveral other 
paffages, I pafs over, and fhall confine myfelf to one 
cniy, than which an honeft and ingenuous minĄ 
cunnot wifh for one morę decilive, 

A6ts XX. St. Paul at Miletus, takłng his laft IeavQ 
of the Chriftians' there, and of the ełders of the 
church, whom he had fent for from Ephefus, to 
meet him, in a moft affećlionate manner lays before 
them with włiat affiduity he had ferved them, and 
that he had not Ihunned to declare to them the 
whole counfel of God. He then exhorts them, in a 
moft ferious and folemn manner, as they would not 
fee his face any morę, to take heed to themfelves^ 
and to all the floćk over the which the Holy 
Ghost had madę them overfeers, ^^ to feed (faith 
^' he) the church of God, which he hath purchafed 
** with liis own blood:" woi^uiyoiy Tnv exKKrj(nocv 7ov 
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®cf U ^y zj£pŁ7rGiri<raT0 hoc tpv thov ai^ar^c : wotds plain 
as they are ftrong, and that feem to be incapable of 
admitting two opinions concerning them ; but the 
T^etaphylical mind, ftored with the fubtleties of the 
fphool of Alexandria, and accuftomed to draw con- 
clulions from oiit of its own flimfy teKture, revolts 
at the ideą which thefe words fo plainly prefent to 
lis. The blood of God could not be Ihed, there- 
fpre the words are figurative, hyperboHcaL 

In anfwer to this, let it be obferved, that there ' 
are certain rules whereby figures of fpeech, whether 
the hyperbole, or any other figurę, may infaUibly 
l^e known and deterniined. 

Firft. If neither the occąfion, nor the circuin- 
ftances of the perfon fpeaking, are fuch as to re- 
aułre a figurative modę of expreffion, then there is 
the greateft reafon in the world to conclude that; 
what is faid is not figurative. 

Secondly. If the words ufed are capable of being 
interpreted intelłigibly without a figurę, then are 
tJiey, even to a demonftration, not figurative. The 
aid of figures is then only to be called in when nei- 
ther truth nor fenfe are to be obtained without them ; 
but, where the reverfe of this is the cafe, the fuppo- 
ilńon of a figurę is cnly the poor refuge of a preva- 
ficating tnind. 
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Let us then examme the Apoftle's words by the^ 
two rules which we have here given, 

FIrft. The occafion on which the Chrifthins of 
Miletus and the elders from Ephefus were aflembled 
was fo far from reąuiring any figurative fpeech to be 
ufed toward them, excepting fuch only as. was at 
that time in common ufć among them, that it re- 
quired only the płaineft and the moft direćt that could 
be ufed. They were aflembled to hear the laft farę- 
wel of their beloved Apoftle, and to receire thofe 
inftrućlions from his mouth which fhould eftablifh 
them in the truth, and which they were aflured they 
ihould never hear perfonally from him again : but 
unufual iigures of fpeech were totally foreign to this 
occafion of their being aflembled, and, however 
they might have added to the embellifhment óf the 
fpeakcr's difcourfe, would have contributed nothing 
towards their eftablifhment in the truth. 

Secondly. The circumftances of the apoftle were, 
fuch as to forbid him the ufe of unneceffary figures 
of fpeech. For, he was not only taking his per- 
fonal farewel of them, but he was to leave a lafting 
impreflion upon their minds, and which they might 
think of after he had left them, of the great Chriftian 
truths which he had inculcated while among them. 
But were hyperbolical expreflions calculated for this, 
end ? Did they not tend to effećt a direćl contrary 
purpofe ? Did they not tend to lead them into. 
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«rfor, ratlier than to eftablifli them in the trutli? 
As, in the pfefent inftance, where the Apoftle tells 
them that GoD had purchafed the Church with his 
own blood ; this, if hyperbolical/ was not ftrićtly 
true ; ańd, of courfe, the truth lay in oppolition ta> 
what the Apoftle fays. But, if the truth was, 
that GoD had not purchafed the Church with his 
ówn blood, how naturally would the Miletians^ from 
this expreffion of the Apoftle, have been led into 
the contrary opińion, that he had ? and thuś St. 
Paul, inftead of eftablifliing truth among them, 
would have been the caufe of eftablifliing error. 
I^his, Aerefore, renders it fomething mofe than 
probable that the expreffion is not figurative or hy- 
perbolical; and this is confirmed to tis ftill morę 
ftrongly by this farther confideration, that the words 
are capable of being interpreted intelligibly without 
a figurę; fot, they inculcate the great and ve- 
ry important truth of the Diyinity of him whofe 
blood was flied upon the crofs. It was the blood of 
Jesus that was thete flied: it is here called the 
blood ofGoD; therefore, Jesus is God* This is 
ix plain intelligible truth ; plain and intelligible in its 
terms, and therefore needs not the aid of tł^e hyper .• 
bole^ or of any other figurę, to accommodate it to 
cur minds. But, if St. Paul calls the blood of Je- 
sus God's owrf blood, he could not cali it fo in 
ftfi<5lnefs of fpeech, and, therefore, muft ha\'^e fpo- 
ken figuratively. He called it fo in ftrićlnefs of 
fpeech; for, the union of the Diyinity with Jesus, 
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wherdby Gob and man was one Chrrfl, renderefj 
thc blood of Jefus the blorod of God, dsou ihov oci/jlA^ 
Oh the famę principle, (i John, iii. i6.) St. John 
fays, Ev tovtu) ^lyooKa^/^y Tyiv ocyuTTYiy Tov@£OVf oji SKSivac 
V7rsp viJiccv TYiV '^vxifiv ccvTov sGyjks: ^* Hereby perceivc 
we the love of God, becaufe be laid down his life 
for us." The life of Jefus, by the perfonal imion 
witli the Divinity, was the life of God. 

If we chufe to enter into metaphyfieal difąuifitions 
upon this great fubjedl, and bewilder ourfelves with-^ 
outend, we doiibtkfs may ; but, after all our difąui- 
fitions, we muft be forced at laft to return to thel 
ąueltion: What is it the infpired Evangelifts and 
Apollles have written ? and will the refult of our 
difąuilitions be Gonformable with what they have 
written ? for, without Revelation, the utmoft of our 
exertk)ns will terminate only in darknefs and uncer- 
tainty. If we believe the ancient Heathen Sages, 
whofe minds afTuredly were as powerful and compre- 
henlive as the minds of any of our modern Sages^ 
they, while they were purfuing the bent of their own 
minds, ^iled and laboured only in an ocean of per- 
plexities. AVhen they thought they faw light, quef- 
tions would ftill arife, which plunged them into dark- 
nefs again. Socrates felt this, and acknowledged it : 
numberlefs others, both antient and modern, doubt- 
lefs have felt the famę, but have not had the ingenu'^ 
oufnefsof Socrates to acknowledge it; but, acknow- 
ledge it or not, of the faćt we are moft cert^inl; for^ 
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the human mlnd cannot take its rangę iDeyond the 
bounds to which the Creator hath limited it^ or ex- 
plore thofe ilnknown truths which Revelation only 
could acąuaint us with. Ftom the things that are, 
the mind indeed can afcend to the Almighty Crea- 
tor, whofe workmanfhip they are, and by whofc 
providential power they are upholden and controlled ; 
but therre the mind muft ftop^ it can afcend no far- 
ther. The naturę and being of the Creator, other- 
wife than negatively, perhaps lie beyond all its 
reach, nothing can it difcover with politive certain- 
ty cońcerning them, The pollible exertions and 
operations of the Almighty are involv€d in a cloud 
which our eye is incapable of piercing ; when we at- 
tempt it, we only become thereby the morę invol- 
ved, and are obliged after all our refearches, to ac- 
knowledge, if we are honeft, that they have all ended 
in wearinefs of fpirit, and diflatisfaćlion ; for, the 
deep things of God what mind hath ever fearched 
out! 

To the ąueftion of the officious and prying mind, 
how is it poffible that the Divinity Ihould be fo uni- 
ted to the man as to become one with it, or without 
either itfelf finking into the man^ or without the 
man s being abforbed in the Diyinity ? To this 
ąueftion I anfwer, that I know no morę than the 
enąuiręr ; it lies far beyond my reach : but of this I 
am certain, that with God all things are poffible; 
and, if Revelation has affured me of the reality of this 
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ttnion, I can have no doubt of its poffibility. T(> 
' enąuire into the poflibility of a faćl / when we have 
teyealed aflurance of its reality, is abfurd and ir- 
rational in the higheft degree. The ąucftion with 
tis h not, are the doftrines of the New Teftament 
poffible ? but, is the New Teftament a Revelation from 
GoD ? ifitis, heistheonly rational Chriftian who 
receiveś it as fuch, and that only is rational Chrifti- 
anity which is in Conforniity with its doćlrines. 
Let me not be fuppofed to mean, as fdme will be 
forward enoiigh to fuggeft, that we are to lay aiide 
our reafon in interpreting the New Teftament : far 
otherwife ; our reafon is to be exerted in the fevereft 
manner^ that it may be interpreted with truth, that 
no falfe doArines be fathered upon it, that it be in- 
terpreted Goniiftently, and fó as not to. contradićt 
itfelf, and that the interpretation be fupported and 
juftified by the words interpreted. Let vlóc tou \)]jigov 
&io\) be interpreted according to the words ; and let 
iioc imply the famę here as it implies when it is 
faid mo; tov (xv%oo7rov^ and then will my reafon tell me, 
and fo will erery rnan s reafon tell him, ( if he is not 
deranged,) that^ by the famę rule by which xht Son 
of Man is Man, the Son of <jod ią God ; and hu- 
man reafon can never be morę at variance with itfelf 
than whpn it denies it, fince no geometrical truth 
that CYeł- was demonftrated is morę certain than 
this.. Again, let the words '/'v tts^ittol-^o-uto Iloc t^h 
iS/ou cciiJLocTocy and on sKSiyog Ctts^ Yijj,ccv tyiV ^^u^r^y ocvrov 
i^YflLSy be interpreted according to the words, as you 
7 would 
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would interpret any other Greek writer, arid thus 
plainly lignify, that God purchafed the Church witl^ 
his own blood, and that he laid down his life for us, 
Herę, fuppoling the words to come from any com- 
mon unauthorifed perfon, after examination, you 
moft probably would rejećl them ; but, in the prefent 
cafe, fomething elfe is, and firft, to be confidered : 
From whom do they come ? and by what authotity 
are they fpoken ? Are they, or are they not, the 
words of an infpired writer ? Have they, or have 
they* not, their authority from the infpiration of the 
God ofTruth? If they have, nothing upon earth 
canbemoreirrational, morę diametrically contrary to 
reafon, than to rejećl them as untrue. But it will be 
faid, by the words we are to judge of the infpiration ; 
and, if they are impoflible, or unworthy of God, 
they are not the Vvords of infpiration. True, where 
the infpircction of the fpeaker is not firft fufficiently 
eftablifhed; but, in the prefent cafe, the infpiration of 
the facred writers is fufficiently eftablifhed by the 
miraculous powers wliich they had, and by the gift 
of tongues ; therefore their infpiration is not to be 
judged by wjiat they fay, but .wh^t they fay is de- 
termined to be true by their infpiration ; becaufe, 
whąt is fpoken by perfons infpired hy the God of 
Truth can neither* be impoflible nor unworthy of , 
God, and is, and muft be, t:ue. However, I Ihall 
not enter farther into thiś matter here, a^ the fubjećt 
Ihall be refumed : at prefent, we are to examine 
what rprdofśran be pjoduced, from St. Paul's EpifT 
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tles, that the Son of God is God. Of the forego- 
ing paflages, from the Aćls and St. John's Epiftle, I 
acknowledge there are various readings ; but I know 
not that their truth ever has becn eftablifhed, nor do 
1 well fee how varioas readings at this tnne of day 
tend to eftaWifh any thing, unlefs there is/ome pal- 
pable blunder in the copy received ; for, admit the 
varIous reading in oppofition to tłie copy recelved, 
what is the confeąuence ? The reading of the copy 
received then becomes avarious reading to that 
whichyou admit, and fo on ad infinitumy fo that you 
will never be able to fix with any certainty. How- 
ever, of the paflage which I am about to producc 
from the Epiftle to the Romans, I know not that , 
there is any various reading ; if there is, let it be ef- 
tablifhed ( if poflible ) in oppofition to the receired 
text, but da not kt the nothing-proving objeftion 
be urged againft it, " that there is a various reading 
of tlie pafTage". Romans ix. 5. St. Paul having 
moft pathetically lamented iht fali of the Jews from 
the very great privileges which had belonged to 
them, fays, *^ Whofe are the fathers, andofwhom 
•^ Christ came according to the flefh, who is over 
^' all, God blefTed for ever. Amen." 'O ccy iin 
wayTooy &soc evKoyYi70c eic tovc aioovac, » A/xiyy. The great 
Mr. Locke interprets thefe words thus, in his para- 
phrafe, " Who is over all. Gon be blefied for 
** ever. Amen ;" and for what reafon he thus inter- 
prets them was beft known to himfelf, for I do not 
rcmember that he afiigns any reafons at all for it. If 
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he thought himfelf juftified in the interpretation by 
the various reading of any copy different from ours, 
be fhould have faid fo, for moft afluredly O.-of euAo- 
y^Tc^ does not fignify *^ God ie bleffed;" and 
therefore his interpretation is altogether unwarranta- 
ble and falfe. 

To a mind that is unwarped by prejudice, therc 
appears to be internal evidence in the text (as we 
now have it) of its being the genuine and true 
reading ; for, the Apoftle fays, e^ coy o ^picoc to xoctoc 
o-oi^Koc, ^' Of whom Christ came according to the 
flefli." In other. words, the aflertion is, that the 
derivation of Christ from the Jews was only accor- 
ding to the flefli, and confequently it implies, that 
he had a derivation that was not according to the 
flelh. Now, as the Apoftle carrieson thefentence ftill 
fpeaking of Christ, it naturally required that he 
fhould tell us what that derivation was, that is, what 
Christ was not according to the /lejh. But, o oov stti 
7AravTuiv, without the remaining part of the fentence, 
tells us nothing at all of the kind ; nothing that can 
be fet in cppofition to the to koctdc crafTca, inafmuch 
as Christ as man is exalted to the right hand of 
Gon, and ail power given to him; fo that ftill the 
queftion occurs, What was he ? but not xaTa cr«px«;. 
If we foliow our text, the Apoftle tells us clearly and 
explicitly, *^ he was Gon blefled for ever ;' whereas, 
alter the text, and read svKoyriTo; o ©soc^ and, while 
the Apoftle feems to tell us fomething, he in faćt 
tells nothing at all^ as he leayes us ftill uninformed 
G a what 
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what Christ was, but not according tothe flefli, 
which the paflage obvioufly reąuired that he fhould 
have informed us« What occafion, what cali, had 
the Apoftle for uling the words to kutcc a-aptu^ if 
Christ was not what was not according to theflefli ? 
for, if he was only man, his defcent from the Jews could 
be only by human deriyation, and therefqre the ad- 
dition ^^ according to the flelh'* was altogethcr fuper- 
fluous, as no one would have a doubt, but that, if he 
was defcended from the Jews^ it muft hare been in 
that way. Moreoyer,. kt it be conlidercd, that the 
words Osoc svKoyYi7oc are the finifhing period of the 
Apoftle's climax. They had not only the very fin- 
gular honour of having Christ defcended from them 
according to die flelh, but that honour was ftilł 
morę highly.cnhanced, becaufe the Christ, defcen- 
ded from them, was over all. Gon bleffed for ever; 
in fhort, every examination of the words afFord^ 
us internal proofs, tliat they are the gcnuine words 
of the Apoftle, and that the Qćoc svXoyYiToc is by him 
applied to Christ, and therefore the Apoftle's tefti- 
mony is, that Christ, the Sonof God, ia Ood. 

My ncxt teftimonyfrom St. Paulus Epiftiesfhall be 
from his epiftle to the Philippians ii. 6. ** Who, being 
*^ in the form of Goi), thought it not robbery to be 
*^ equal with God," T^ie Greek is, "o^ 6v [jLOf/pri @eov 
V7fOCf/Xfioy, ov% dp7rocy[jLoy YiyTiraro to stYcti t(roc &3CjL* The 
queftionhere is, Whatis the fignification oftheword 
pęCj?? Has it the famę fignification as in the words 
which follow ? A^X' eavTo» smmae fjLO^iiy SouAot; ho&ay. 
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Moppfi undoubtedly fignifies, as in our tranflation, 
form, oxchara5ier\ butitiignifiesalfo/>^r/J;/, as may 
be feen in Xenophon s defcription of Cyrus, (pocny [jLS\f 
^n ryję -^vx,rjc y^-^i TH2 MOP<I>H2 ToiccvTyiy s'Xfiov liocyLWiiJLO^ 
ysv£TMt. Such is recorded to have been his natural dif- 
-pońńon 3,nd per/on ; therefore, Ev/^op(p>i0£ou uTrosp^y 
may be tranflated being perfonally God, that is, 
fubftantially. 

To this probably it will be objeifted, that the 
^lo^pYly ^ovKov muft lignify the perfon^ that is, the fub- 
ftance of a fervant ; which is abfurd. 

In reply it may be^anfwered, that there is no ne- 
ceffity for giving /xof4));y, in this latter inftance, the 
famę fenfe as in the former ; for, as it is certain that 
the word />wp(p)? bears the two fenfes oi perfon and 
form, or charaćłer, whether of the fenfes it is to have 
will be determinable by the word with which it is 
combined ; thus, when it is combined with iiru^^y^ 
it will figmfy per/on j becaufe v7raf%oov łv i^o^(pn is ex- 
preiEve oiperfonalejfenc^: ; when combined with AaSwy, 
i t will exprefs/(?rwi, or charaSiery becaufe AaSwv iiof^y^ 
CKpreffes an affumption of the charaUer which the 
perfon fuftains. Hence \LO^(^riv ^ovXgv XocSmv is the af- 
fumption of fomething which did not appertain to ouj- 
LoRD : fomething (if I may foexprefsmyfeIf )adventi- 
tious to him. Whereas, Ev iJ^c^(pn &5ov uTraf %a;y expref- 
feshisperfonalandneceflary exiftence. It was no af- 
fumption, nothing adventitious, nothing fuperadded 
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to what he really was ; he exifted fv pi;>^>) 0#ou, pcrfo- 
nally God ; but EAABE iJ.o(y'pv}vlovKoVy and that hc 
mighttake that./ir;;/, that cbarailer^ tohimfelf, la.VTov 
fKc ocjs. As then sy .xo: ' >j P,':ov uVaf x^^ appears to have 
been neceflary to the Son of God, and //c^^jj ^ovxov 
to have been only an aflumption adventitious to him, 
tl.erefore it may be prefumed, that y-o^tyj hath not 
the famę force in both inftances, and that in the 
former it is to be interpreted of perfun, ' in the latter 
oi fcrm^ or charader, Should it howeY'er be faid, as 
by ibme perhaps it may, that /xo:C);i/ fignifies per- 
fon in both inftances, becaufe it was a fa6l that our 
Lord, in taking human naturę upon him, bv oi/^iooyxiTŁ 
av9pcA)7rocv yćyop^o/, dir! tl erehy take upon him /xof^y 
^Qv\oVj then it woułd efFećlually fetde what has been a 
difputed point, namcly, that he was 05c; in the famę 
degree, andtothefull extcntofthcDivinity, ashewas 
Av^f.'jo7:cc to the fuli extent and meafure of humanity. 

Eplfcopius upon this fubjctfl (Q.ueft. xxii.) argues, 
that uoppi^v ^c'jXov cannot fignify formam ejjentialem^ 
and of courfe thcrefore it cannot have tlie famę lig- 
nification as //ocj/] ©ict;: his words are. Forma fewi 
non poi ejł figntfic ar e formam ejfeniialem^ quia fer^um ejfe 
nun<iuam fignificai aliud quic!quam fervili condiiione effc. 
Jdeoj lit Arifłołeks fubjlanłiam accidentańuni quid 
faciat fervo? But his rcafoning does not feem to be 
by any means conclulive, as the reverfe of Ariftotle^s 
polition is the faft, ?Mdfervi!i condittonc effe is ncci^ 
' dentarium to perfon or fubflance. Mor>r;jy, it will be 
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faid, docs not in the prcfent inftance refer to the 
abftraft idea of a fervile chąraćter, but to the form, 
or fubftance, in which that cliaraćler was fuftained. 
Our Lord, (v oiloioo^lku ay9(/jo7rMv ys^ojjLsyocytoókupon 
himfelf the perfon of a humanjlavey sXocQs [MOf/pyp^ iovKov ; 
he did not take upon himfelf the ab/łraSi idea of a 
fervile charatler^ but the fubftance, the pf?);v, to 
which that charaćler was annexed ; and, the juftnefs 
of this interpretation being allowed, it will be faid, 
as the famę word //o£,^>? is applied to our Lord's di- 
vine exiftence as to his human, therefore, in 
whatever degree or extent of humanity he was ocyGpoo^ 
TTocy in the famę degree and extent of Divinity he muft 
be &zoc ; but he was man to the fuli extent of our 
human naturę, therefore muft he be God to the 
fuUeft extent of the divine naturę. 

But if the fen(e of the Apoftle, when he ufes the 
wordsój ev iJLop'J.fi 9ćov bTrap^óoy, be, as hath been fuppo- 
fcd, "who being perfonally God," what foUows muft 
be ftrangely interpreted, ifrendered ^^ he thought 
it not robbery to be liie unto God." For, whathas 
llkenefs to do where there is reality ? The perfon pf 
man is never faid to be the refemblance of man, 
neither is the perfon of God the refemblance of 
God, but muft be, and really is, God, as truły and 
certainly as the perfon of man is man. 

But, befides this, the word tcoc does not lignify 
like; and, if we may fpeakwith certainty concerning 
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the lignificp.tion of any worcTin fo varicms a lan- 
gu vj^e as the Greek, it never has that fignification 
liinply, nor indeed in any other refpe<5t ; for, al- 
thoMgh llkenefs may in fomc cafes happen to be the 
refult of eąuality, that is al^ accidental, and does. 
by no means follow fromthe fignification of . the 
wa^d t(roc ; for, if it did, then might dijfimilarjiguresy 
which are eąiial to each other, .be 7^;;;/7jr ^f^r^j; 
which is abturd and impoflible. 

They, who urge the word ktoc is to be interpreted 
Itke^ deceive themfelves by the indeterminatenefs of 
the Englilh word, which is applicable to eąuality as 
well as to refemblance. Thus we cali equal weights 
like weights; but, in this cafe, evidentlythe fignifi- 
cation of the word is equality^ and not refemblance. 
Moreover, like is a word of pomparifon, which icoc 
is not; Ł(To; is a pofitiveword, admitting of no degrces 
of comparifon; and therefore its fignification cannot 
be like. 

Thewords of St. Paul, then, after every examina 
tion of them, appear ^o be a flrong unequivocal 
proof of the Divinity of the Son of God, who, 
being Gon, and therefore havirig eąuality with 
God, locvTov eMyMo-^, hadhumbled himfelf, and, be- 
coming man, took upon himfelf the form of a fei*- 
vanti the perfon of a human flavc, and as fuch un- 
dcrwent the death of the crofs. 
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The ncxt paffage tłut I fhall produce, Ihall be 
fFom the Epiftle to the Coloflians i. 15, &c. ^* Who 
^ is the iipage of the invifible God, the firft-born 
*^ of every creature ; for by him were all things cre- 
^^ ated that are in heaven andthat areiuearth, vifi- 
^^ bleandinvifible, whetfier they be thrones, ordo- 
' ^'' minions, orpripcipalities, orpowers ; all thiągs were 
^* createdbyhim, and for liim : and he is before al^ 
'' things, and by him all things confift." 'O^ igLv 

HyMV 10V QS0V TOV CCOfiCCrGV 7rpU}T0T0K0.C TATdCrflC KTKTeMCy 

^' born fuperior to every creature." The Apoftle is 
here giving a defcriptive charaćler of the Son of 
GoD, and he defcribes kL"i in terms which are com- 
patlble only with a perfon who is God, as the Crea- 
tor of all things, and the Upholder of all things muft 
be ; which he hejre affirms that the Son of God is. 

But it will be proper to take fome notice of the 
words HKocvTov @eovTov (zopocrou. Mr Locke, the a- 
vowed enemy ofwhat he calls the orthodoxy of the 
Church, in his notę on 2 Cor. iv. 4. in efFeft gives us 
to underftand that the fignification of the word siK^y is 
*^a mirror," and thatCnKisT was no otherwife the 
image of God than the Apoftles were the images 
of himfelf by their large and elear Communications 
oftheGofpel, and by their reprefenting as mirrors 
the glory of the Lord ; and that in this fenfe 
^^ they were the images of Christ, as Christ isthe 
image of God." But, I apprehend eixujy can in no 
fenfe whatever be interpreted a mirrcr, or an inftru- 
mentofreiiećtion; it is, we all know^ an image, a 
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figurę, a ftatue, an impreffion upon a coin, a gra- 
phical delineation, a figurę reprcfented from a mir- 
ror ; but that it Ihould fignify a mirror is what ( I 
conceive) cannot be warranted by any inftancc 
whatever in the Greek language. 

Mr.Locke'sideaIs, thatMofes, by approachingto 
GoD in the mount, had a communication of glory from 
him which irradiated his face. In like manner, hc 
fuppofes that the face of Jesus Christ was irradia- 
ted with a greater and permanent degree of glory from 
GoD, and that hence he is called by the Apoftle the 
image of God. But was iteverheard in arty language 
tliat the illuminated fubjeft was the image of that 
which illuminated it ? that a fpeculum was the image 
of the fun ; or a looking-glafs, reflećling the figurę 
of a man, was the image of a man ? We therefore may 
with the fuUeft aflurance pronounce, that Christ is 
not called the image of Gon on any fuch account' as 
is afligned by Mr. Locke. However, let us fuppofe it 
to be otherwife, and that he is therefore, and therefore 
only , called the image of Go d , becaufe he was irradiated 
with a permanent and greater degree of glory from God 
than Mofes, which is the purport of Mr. Locke's argu- 
ment. How will this confift with what St, Paul faith óf 
him, as already cited, \o(,v^ov sKźycjoa-s, erocTTsiycjuasy eocvTov ? 
For,' when did this degradation ofhimfelftake place ? 
was it before or after the irradiation? if before, 
then for what end was the degradation ? if after, 
then it ftiould feem the irradiation would have 
been done away by it. However, not to dwell any 
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fartlier on tlie miftaken theory of tliis great man, moll 
unworthy of fo aciite a reafoner, nor to take any 
particular notice of his perverted mifinterpretation of 
the word y^ccioni^i^oi^eyoL^ to which he gives the fenfe 
o( KaTOTirpi^oyjsg ; let us give decidedly from St. Paul 
himfelf the lignification of 5/?a<;v Tcu @:-ov tov ocopccTou. 
The image then (faith St. Paul) of the God that is 
invilible was born before, or perhaps fuperior to, 
all creation : all things, whether in heaven or in 
earth, Vv^cre created by him and for him, and he 
is before dl things, and by him all things eon- 
lift. Will any one be hardy enóugh af^er this to 
affirm that amy, when applied to the Son of 
GoD, means only a tnirror, an inftrument of 
reflećling the light which it receiyes, and that 
CfiRiST was no otherwife fuperior to Mofeś thari 
'by his having received a greater influx of diyine 
light ? If we acknowledge that the Apoftle was an 
infpired writer, let us receive, and acknowledee, 
that what he writes is true, when heteacheth us, 
as he moft demonftrably doth, that the Son of God 
is God : as a perfon in tjie Godhead, he has all the 
cqual powers andprerogativesof God. ; asa diftinćl 
perfon in the Godhead, he is the £txMv, the image 
asitwere, the coimter-part, ofthe invifible God. 
And thus it is that hehimfelf faith to Philip (as hath 
bcen aiready noticed), '^He that hathfeen me hath 
*^ feen the Father," namety, becaufe he is God as 
the Father is God. But let us proceed with the 
Apoftle's teftimony, .Coloflians. ii. 8. '^ Beware 
*' left any man fpoil you through philołbphy and 
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^^ vain decelt, after tłie tradition of men, after thc 
*^ rudiments of the woiid, and not after Christ; 
^' for in him dwelleth all the fulnefs of the God- 
^^ head bodily; and ye are complete in him, which 
^* is the head of all principality and power." 'O^ €ciy 
^ K£(paKvi zffoi(TYic ap-^yic ^ccl eĘov(rie4c : which lajter ex^ 
preflion appears moft evidently to be inapplicable, 
without blafphemy, to any being who is not God ; 
and on this account I fuppofe it is, that we are here 
encauntered with a yarious reading of tyic $x,ocXYicrioccy 
inftead of ^acrj/f ocffx/i^ kou e^ovo-iocc : but the reading is 
frima/acie to be rejećled ; firll, becaufe it would be 
tautological, the Apoftle having but a little befare, 
c. i. 1 8. faid the famę; and, fecondly, becaufe it 
would have no direćl reference to what went 
before. 

The epiftle to the Coloffians appears plainly to ha ve 
' been written under an impreflion that they either had 
been, or were in imminent danger of being, corrupt- 
ed by the falfe doćlrine which was now beginning 
to contaminate the Chriftian Faith. The do<5lrine 
was concerning the perfon of Christ ; with regard 
to whom yarious wild and unintelligible conceits had 
been adopted, and, amongthereft, that Christ 
was an inferior being fent from the pleroma to inbabit the 
appeaYance of a human being. This wretched and 
phantaftical conceit the Apoftle meets direćlly in 
thefe words, Ev avTcoKOcToiyM zirocv to zffKsfMjjLOi tyjc Oso- 
TrjToc ; thercfore he was not fent from the pleroma 
and dwelt in him o-ou^mny^g ; and therefore he was 
I not 
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not a human being only in appearance, and he was jJ 
Ks(poiXYi Traa-fic ot^yic kocł s^ov(riac ; andtherefore he was 
not an inferior being. Thefe few words, as thcy are 
in the moft direćl oppofitłon to the erroneous doc- 
trines ąt that time beginning to be in circulation cón- 
cerning the perfon of Christ, fo do they moft fuUy 
eftablilh this truth, that the Divinity of the Son of 
GoD is the*doftrine of the Gofpel. There was a real 
and perfonal refidence, not temporary but permanent, 
KoczoiyM, of the whole Divinity in Ch r i s t , (rcio[AOiTiKMCj 
i. e. m union with his human naturę. 

From this paflage of the Apoftle it is almoft im- 
poflible not to obferve how ftrongly he forefaw that 
Philofophy would prove the bane of Chriftianity, 
that by its plaufible and infinuating aćts it would de- 
ceive its votaries by feeding their vanity, and thus 
betray them into an inextricable captivity : for, how- 
ever the felf-confequence of the human mind and its 
powers predominate, faith becomes entirely ovet- 
whelmed by it. Nothing then will be believed that 
is not fanćlioned by its comprehenlion ; and thus we 
liear it is faid, that, where myftery begins, religion 
ends ; a moft fenfelefs, and, howerer adopted by Phi- 
lofophers, a moft unphilofophical, affertion ; for, if 
religion hath any thing to do with the invifibleworld, 
how yery little is there which is not myftery, and 
which we are not quite unable to comprehend ? Com- 
prehend, \ijoMQ'an^2ifpiritualbody\ and yetSt. Paul 
tells us there is a fpiritual body as well as a natural. 

But, 
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But, if fpirit is fo oppofite to matter, and according 
to our comprehenfion they are as contrary to each 
other as light to darknefs, will not a fpiritual body 
be a m}^ery ? and will it not found like a contradic- 
tion in terms ? and yet it was exeniplified to be 
a truth in the peribn of our Lord after his refurrec- 
tion. But, notwithftanding the CKemplification, the 
myfteryftill remains; for, how can weconceive of 
matter that is not impeded, or of fpirit that is tangi- 
ble as matter? In likemanner, concerning the per- 
fon of our Lord, what will a philofophical enquiry 
into the fubjeft open to us, but a fcene of confufion 
and darknefs ? Enąuiries will prefent us with difficul- 
ties, and dlfficulties will fucceed difficulties, till, at 
length, bewildered and loft, we are driven into defpe- 
ration of folly, and deny tho faćl, wliich comes au- 
thenticated to us as a truth by perfons divinely in- 
fpired by the God of Truth. The credit due to their 
aflertions refts entirely on the authority by which 
they have madę them; and, ifthat authority is this 
divine infpiration, what is there in Philofophy that 
will juftify us in refuling credit to their aflertions ? 
But, if v:e deny their infpiration, to what are we rę- 
duced? Then, where is infpiration to be found? 
and whither are we to refort in the fearch of truth ? 
Without the light of Hearen the mind is mvolved 
only in endlefs perplexities ; fuch was the ftate of all 
the anclent Philolbphers, infomuchthat Socrates, 
who is fuppofed to have been the wifeft of them, af- 
ter a life of morę than feventy years fpent in the pur- 
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fuit of Tnith, found it not. By wifdom he knew not 
GoD ; and when he died, although withfuch incre- 
dible fortitude, nothing prefented itfelf even at that 
time to his mind but dóubt and unceftainty. Philo- ' 
fophy therefore, from what we know bf the ages that 
are paft, is a fad fubftitute for Revelation, a fubfti- 
tute of iinfupported imaginations for truth, of dark- 
nefs and defpair for light, certainty, and life : and 
hence it can be no meafure of the truth of what an 
infpired writer faith, when he afferts the Divinity of 
the Sonof GoD, " in whom the whole fulnefs of the 
" Godhead dwelt bodily." But let us proceed with 
fome farther teftimonies of St. Paul to this great 
truth. 2 ThelT. i. 12. Ottocc sylo^aa-Srj to ovofjLQC 70V 
Kuf/ou jj/^wy ly}(yov "Kfdcob sy Jjiuv, koci ifjLćic sv ocV7co kocta T)jy 
%(xciy TOv &eov )y/xwy, ?cai Kv(hov IfiTov ^icgv; which 
words in our tranflation are thus, " That the hamc 
^* of our Lord Jesus Christ may be glorified in 
"you, and ye in him, according to the grace of our 
"GoD, andtbeLo-RT) Jesvs Christ'' But furely 
the tranflation of thefe lalter words does not feem to 
be juft. There is no article in the Greek to juftify 
tranflating Kipiou ^"^ the Lord." In Latin it would 
be as it is ia Greek, Dei nojlri et Domini Je fu Chrijli ; 
and why fliould it be otherwife in the En^lilh ? why 
ihould it not be *^ according to the grace of our God 
*^ and Lord Jesus Christ." By all the generally- 
obferved rules of conftrućlion, ©cou in the Greek is 
applied to Jesus Christ aswell as Kup/ou; for, fet-, 
ting afide their being connećled by the copulativc 
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Ttoiiy thcy are both governed by the famę word %^p;v, 
and have the famę perfonal pronoun beloriging to 
both. Had the words bcen tov ISocciT^mc or 7ov (tmti/i- 
coc'^[jLcov Kai Kuf/ou, would any one then have hefitated 
about the conftrućlion ? would not (ia<ri>,scA}c or crcoTjyfoc 
liave bcen referred to Jesus Christ as well as 
Kv^iov ? What then is the rule of conftrućlion by which 
&sov is reąuired not to be referred to him ! ^ If the 
rule cannot be produced, as I apprehend it cannot, 
then doth St. Paul manifeftly in this place flyde 
Jesus Christ our Gon and Lord. 

What I have here faid may be ex9mplified and 
confirmed from 2 Peter iii. 18. Av^ócv^cts h cy^oc- 
Pin Kjoti yyooosi 70v K.v^iov ^jj.oov Koti a-ooirico; lYjrov ^c!ccv ; 
which is thus rendered in our Engliih verlion, f ^ But 
*^ grow in grace, and in the knowledge of our Lord 
*^ andSaviour Jesus Christ." Here, by the known 
rules of conftrućlion, Kn^/oi^ is referred to Jesus 
Christ as well as o-wt^t^oc, being governed by the 
famę words, connećled by the famę copulative, and.. 
having the famę perfonal pronoun. But, do not all 
thefe t)iings concur in the inftance above recited from 
St. Paul? why then Ihodd there be any difFerence 
in the modę of conftrućtion ? the pofition and order 
of the words Qsov yiJLoov y.ca K.vpiov is precifely the 
famę as in Kuf/ou ^[jioov Kc^t (raj7r,pcg. It is very ftrange 
that they are to be referred to Jesus Christ in the ^ 
latter inftance, and not in the former, whenthe or- 
der and pofition of the words and the rule of con- 
ftrućlion 
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ilruftion iAc the famc ih both inftances: it iś in- 
cumbcnt thercfore on thc aidrerfaries of our Lord*s 
Divinity to flicw by what gfammatical rule of con- 
ftruólion Tov Kupf ou ij/x«v iCai cu-n^pog li^ou Kp/c-ou is to be 
conftrued " óf our Lo&d and Saviour Jesus 
ChrisI*," and tov €^sov ^[jLuty tloci Kufiou Ii/o-ou l^tcov is 
iiot to be conftnied, *^ of our God and Lord 
/* Jesus Christ.'* 

But a word or two more. ©sou 35/xwv ytm Kufiou, I 

think, ihould be interpreted, Dei nojłri aque ac Do-- 

mini ; for, in the former part of the verfe, the Apof- 

tle havmg ftyled Jesus Christ aur Lord, in this 

latter part he ftyles him our God as well as Lord, 

and thus takes ofF from What otherwife might feem 

to be an unneceffary tautology^ " That the name of 

*' $ur Lord Jesus Christ niay be glorified in you 

** and you in him, according to the grace of our 

^^ God as well as Lord Jesus Christ." 

When men come to the New Teftament with pre^ 
conceired prejudices, and under a perfuafion, that 
Jesus Christ is not to be called God, they are 
but too apt to make every thing bend to that per- 
fuafion, ^md thus even to violate the commoncft rules 
of conftrućtion ; but it fhould be remembered, that 
we are to derive our conceptions from the New Tef- 
tament, and not to cairy diem with us to it. 
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If ©SOU is not here applied by the Apoftle to Jksus 
Christ, and he is not God, what are we to inake 
of the words omru %(x^v ? It appeaars to be a kind of 
battólogy, difcendendoy to talk of the grace of God, 
and of the Lord Jesus Christ. If Jesus Christ 
is rherely a human creature, the difFerence between 
God and him is infiniteiy greater than betWeeh the 
greateft earthly potentate and the porter ^óf his pa- 
lące. But what language would it be ? Where was 
fuch langus^e ever heard as ^M have free aćcefs to 
^^ tlie palące, ycarot rriv %ocpŁV 70v ecp%0)rri^y by the fft- 
^^ vour of the prmce 42nd of the porter f* ^ If the 
Scripture muft be mifinterpretcd, men ihoukł' en- 
d,eavo«r to prefeire, at leaft, the appearance of con- 
liftency: for, if Jesus Christ is not God, the 
Apoftle could not have fałd, with any degrce of 
propriety, takińg the wórds even as they ftand in 
our tranflation, " According to the grace of our 
*^ GoD and the Lord Jesus Christ.**- 

I Timothy i. i. T[ocv\oc arrroccIKóc lyj^ory Xcicov, 
TCcci^ BTriTOcyw @sov fcorfipoc y]^yj koci Kvpiov Łycrou KpiC}ś. 
In the Englłih; *^Paul an apoftle of Jesus Christ, 
^^ by the commandment of God our Saviour, and 
** Lord Jesus Christ.'* Here the tranflation ma- 
nifelily does not deviate from the Greek, only there 
feems to be an error in the punćliiation, which fhould 
be, '^ By the commandment of God, our Sariour 
^^ and Lord, Jesus Christ." 

Ver. 
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iWŁcsv6ypf syoj* I have not a doubt, but riiat the jica- 
jttłfcidu @sov is applied to Christ : the words follow- 
ing plainly prove it. In our tranflation they are, 
^' And I thank Christ Jesus our Lord, who hath 
*^ enabled me, for that hc counted me faithful, put- 
*^ ting me into the miniftry.^' But the Greek is, Kai 
ypipiV 6X00 T(M> s)i^wcciJLaitrocvu fis XpŁccą Iiyo-ou tu) Kvctco 
i^yMPy CU Tsricoy /xs ^y^a-aro, 3sfjisvoc si; iiocKoyiar where 
is-ic^y fjLS Yf/Yio-ocrr) anfwers to €7ncev6iiy syoo. However, 
I fliall not dwell upon this paffage, as it may be 
a proof of our Lórd*s Divinity, morę by inference 
than direćl. But, furely, if the gofpel of Jesus 
Christ is the gofpel of the bleffed God, and i*f 
Jesus Christ madę St. Paul a minifter of this gof- 
pel, I think there can be but one opinion upon the 
fubjećl. 

Chap. ii. ^. TovTO yuc kocXov nut ci^o^Krov sv>miov 
7ovcMTfip0g ^lic4Af®sov. Ou this paflage many words 
are urineceflary : for, if Jesus* Christ is our Sa- 
viour, if "there is no falvation in any óther/' (A(5ts 
iv. 12.) then, either we have two Saviours, or Jesus 
Christ is God. 

Chap. iii. i6. Ka/ oixoXoyoviJLSVMc fjLiyct sci ro tr,c 
iwrsfe/aj ^ucrjpior @£oc sęcofipooSyj ty crai^Kt. " And 
'' without controverfy great is the myftery of godli- 
^^ nefs, God was manifefled in the flefh." 
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' Chąp. iv. 9. " This is a faithful faying,- and 
*^worthy of all acceptation ;'* for, thcreforc, we 
both labótlf ind fufFcr rcproach. 'Ori fiKTnKo^iMSf «ri 
0f^ ^u:yu, oc sci irctnfip rffotrrcay uM^pumm^ [jmKi^u Ts-iccaf* 
It muft be by fome ftrange modę of conftrućlion, 
and fuch as I ara altogether urtacąuainted with, tf 
!the terma 05^ ^ajyri are not, in this place, direftly 
applied to our Saviour, who is the faviour of aH 
men,, and efpecially of them that believe; terms 
moft properly applied to him, becaufe, as St. John 
tells ns, ^^ he was Gon ;" and that ^* in him was 
" life :" and, theiefore, if St. John fpeaks truth, hc 
is what St, Paul here trały calls him, ^^ the Xiving 
^^ GoD.'* To perfons of a weak and timid faith in 
the Divinity of the Son of Gon, (and why fhould 
\YC be timid, when we are fupportcd by the New 
Tcftament ?) the application of thefe terms tojBSus 
Christ will appear bold and hardly warrantable. 
But the ąueftion is not, whether they will appear to 
be bold and unwarrantable ? but, whether thcy re-* 
ally are, fo or not ? What is the Gf eek ? and what 
the conftrućlion of the words ? Is not ©ffio ^wni the 
antecedent to 0^? and> is not Jesus Christ the 
truiiYip-i I know of nonę other; for there is noneother 
name under heaven, given amongft men, whereby 
they muft be faved. He is not a Chriftian wKo does 
not acknowledge that Jesus Christ is the o-wriyp 
i^unm c6)f^fM7rcov, the faviour of mankind. But St. 
Paul faith, ^* Theliving Gon is the fayiour of man^ 
kind ; tlicrefore, it is the doćlrine of St. Paul, that 

6 jEStJS 
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J^STJS Christ is the living God. lam aware o£ 
Ae ąuibble by which it will be attempted to elude 
the force of this argument. That Jrsus Christ is 
the faviour, as the inftrument ; but that the living 
God is the original and true Author of the falva- 
tion; and that, therefore, the terms, living God, 
by being applied to the faviour, are not neceffarily 
applied to Jesus Christ. If Jesus Christ is the 
iaviour, merely as the inftrument, detached from 
the Divinity, the terms will not, I own, by any ne- 
ceflity, be applipd to him^ But then this is the 
qneftion to be proved ; and, therefore, as it nevcr 
has been proved, and, I am perfuaded, never can, 
the objeĄion is merely a ąuibble^ and nothing 
elfe, 

Chap. V. 21. Aia[jLacTVcoiJLUŁ fyw7r/oy 70V 0soVf kou 
Kof/ou Ijyo-ou "KpicoUf KKi rouy skKs}ctcov uyfshuyf ha Tav* 
łc6 (pv>M^Yjc, &c. " I charge thee before God, and 
^^ the Lord Jesus Christ, and the eleft angels, 
^^ that thou obferre thefe things," &c. but the con- 
ftruftion of the Greek is, " I charge thee before the 
^^ God and Lord Jesus Christ;" and, why it is 
tranflated otherwife, I own I fee not; for, if the ar- 
ticle is not redundant, and is to be conftrued at all, 
it afluredly ought to be conftrued with the fubftdn- 
tive to which it is prefixed, and not with that to 
which it is not ; and then, of courfe, the Apoftle 
again ftyles Jesus Christ ^ God and Lor.d/ 

^3 Titus 
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TitUS i. 3. Ej/ Kti^ir/iioLTi o S7ric£vCy}v syU) 'tcut bfrnoi^ 
yriv rov c-MTYjpoc ^jjLuty ©sov' — Ver. 4. Ei^rj/ri wrro @iov 

TSroCTftOgy KUŁ KvCiOV IffTOU ^CIC0V TOV (TUiTT^^C ^^Pm 

Herę, I think, there can be no doubt, but that the 
c-o^jtlpos ®iov of the former verfe is the famę as. the 
(rmyipoc of the latter ; but the latter is diftinguilhed 
from &sov 'z^ocrpoc ; and therefore the former. The 
Apoftle exprelily calls the I^ord Jesus Christ our 
Saviour : he as expreflly fays, that God is our Sa- 
viour; therefore, the Lord Jesus Ch.rist is God 
our Saviour, perfonally diftinćt, as the Apoftle hath 
diftinguilhed him, from God the Fathcr^ and, as> 
the Son of God, neceflarily muft be, 

In the next chapter, St. Paul, direćling Titus in 

what manner, and with what doćlrine, he fhould in- 

ftruft thofe committed to his charge, to the intent, 

*^ that they may adorn the doćlrine of God our Sa- 

'^^ viour in all things," fubjoins thefe words, '^ For 

" the grace of God, which bringeth falvation, '^ 

^^ %oi(iic rov &Eov i^-crcoTricioc, hath appeared unto all 

^^ men, teaching us, that, denying ungodlinefs and 

** worldly lufts, we lhouldlive foberly, righteoufly, . 

*' and godly, in this prefent world, looking for that 

^^ bleffed hope, and the glorious appearing of the great 

^^ GoD, and our Saviour Jesus Christ, who gave 

*' himfelf for^us," &c. E7ri(puvBiocv ryig lo^^rię toi;'jlcc- 

yccKQV &6ov Ttat (TCAiTr,coc Yi^oov \via-ov Xc/$'ou, the glori- , 

ous manifeftation of the great God and Saviour ofuSy 

i, e. our great God and Saviour Jesus Christ; 

which 
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v^idh I apprehcnd to be the true conftruAion of the 
w.drdg, as the perfonal pronoun ^[j^cay belongs as well 
to fjLcydtKóv &sov as to <rMTfjpoc* Again, 

Titus iii. 4. ^Ots h n XP^COTric kcu vi (piKxvSpu)7rioi 
rm^pocyYi •nv (runti^c-^iMm &sov, " but after that the 
^^ kłndnefs and love of God our Saviour toward man 
*^ appcared. If, as the Apoftle repeatedly tells us, 
Gorr is our Saviour, by what arguments of philofo- 
phical infatuation do men deceive themfelves, when 
they argue that our Saviour is not God ? We do 
not affirm that he is God from any fanciful deduc- 
' tions of otir own minds ; imagination is no fource of 
our doćlrine. We affirm, that he js God, becaufe 
the Scriptures have affirmed it ; and, if it can be 
proved that the Scriptures haye not affirtfied it, 
neither will we affirm it. But all the art and chi- 
canery of morę than feventeen hundred years have not 
been able to prove this, nor ever will be able to 
ptove it ; for, the doćlrine is the doćlrine of thc 
Scripture, 

There is another proof of our Lord*s Divinity de- 
rived from what foUows in the 8th verfe of this 
chapter. ^^ This is a faithful faying, and thefe 
*^ things I will that thou affirm conftandy, that łhey 
^^ which have believed iń God might be careful to 
^' maintain good works." 'O/ mi7ricsv}(jOTSc to) &icf. 
Thefe words the Apoftle ufes as charaćleriftic of the 
Chrijłian con\ens. But how, or in what mannei-, 
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are they particularly chai^afteriftic of them ? t)\ii ' 
not the Jews lfłlieve in God ? Thcy ,moft certami^ 
did. But the Jews not being any part of Tituf's 
charge, and the words being inapplicable to theip, 
therefore they muft be referred to perfons whofe 
faith was difFerent from the faith of the Jews, that 
is, to the Chriftian converts, whofe faith in God 
wąs difFerent from the faith of the Jews, and was the ^ 
faith, trufTYipog i^jjuąjy ©aoi;, which the Jews rejefted. 
St. Paul, therefore, havińg charaAerifed the Chrif-. 
tians as we7riciV)ior€c rca &su), and their faith in Grob,, 
dijfFering from the Jewifli by believing in Christ;« 
therefore, he affixes the tide of &soc emphaticaUy ta 
Christ, who is fhe 2Vr<^p ®f^;- 

We ought now to proceed to thę evidence which 
the Epiftłe to the Hebrews will aJfFord us ; but, as by- 
fome it has been thought, that St. Paul was not the 
author of that epiftłe, the examination oP it Ihall be 
deferred, and we will go on to the General Epiftłe of 
St. James, from which much evidence indeed is not • 
to bę expe6ted, as it is chiefly employed in direft- 
Ing the morał conduft of Chriftians. However, one 
teftimonywe have very fuli and direćl, when hc 
cal] 3 himfelf &sov 7cofiKvpiov lrfrov 'Kptcov lovXogy i. e. 
The feryant of Jesus Christ, God and Lord. But 
although this, perhaps, is the ónly direćt teftimony 
which the Epiftłe ofSt. James will afFord us, yet the 
Apoflle plainly intimates to us, that the title &foc h 
applicąble to fome perfon who was not. the Fatker-^ 

for. 
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£br, he fays, i. 27. ^^ Pure religion beforc God and 
^^ ibć Faiber is this," &c. And again, iii; 9. Ev 
amy\ £vKoyov[jLsy iov ®sop koci uocrsca ; ** Herewith blefs 
*^ we GoD and the Father,'* not *^ even the Father," 
as it is in our tranflation, a modę of expreflion 
not peculiar to St. James, but often ufed alfo by St. 
Paul, who, by ufing the terms God the Faiber as 
well as God and the Faiher^ feems to intimate to us, 
that the two expreffions have difFerent extents. A 
diverfity there evidently is in the expreiEons ©sou 
^urfoc and ®iov koci moct^oc ; and, as it fhould feem, 
there muft have been fome certain.caufe of it in the 
Apoftle's mind. The diyerlity is morę ftrikingly ap- 
parent, Coloflians ii. a. E/j €7nyvM(Tiv tov [jLvcYjcicv tou 
&6ov Koei wur^oc noci tou X^icov, ''to the acknów- 
^' ledgement of the myftery of God, and of the Pa- 
** ther, and of Christ.'* If the Apoftle here nieant 
*^ of the God and Father,** his meaning then would 
Jjave been the famę as if he had exprefled himfelf 
Gsćv wurcoc ; and then how Ihali we account for his 
not having exprefled himfelf in that manner ? How 
fliall we acGount for the folemnity with which he 
fpeaks of a myftery as containing three fubje^ls of 
it, when he meant that it contained only two fub- 
jećts, and when he could fo eafily have hindered us 
from mifapprehending him by writing, as he often 
does, ®ćov iMCćTcec} The language 2 ThelT. ii. 16. 
is very remarkable. Avtoc Ss o Kvpioc ^jjiccy lr,(rovg Xpła-- 
70c^ Koci o ©ćC^ noii maTTip fijjLejoy o aya^TTYicrag ^jmocc ; ac- 
pording to our tranflation^ ^' Now, our Lord Jesus 

'' Christ 
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** Christ iiimfelf, and God eren our Father, 
" whjch hath loved us;'Vwhefe, at all events, tlou 
feems to be improperly rendered ^ven ; for, the tran- 
iłation, as it lliould feem, ought to have been efither 
*' and our God and Father,'* or the whole Ihould 
havebeęn thus: " Now our Lord Jesus Christ 
*^ himfelf, and God, and our Father, who hath 
*^ loved us.'* And here, as we are upon the fubje<ft, 
the ręader will permit mc to take notice of a paffage 
wherein St. Paul ufes a limllar modę of expreffion, 

^ Cor. i. 3. EvXoyri70CO&60C ytUt, ZS-OiTYlp 70V KvptOV '^IJLCm}V 

J^^cv Xpicov; ^' Blefled be God eve?2 the Father of 
*^ our Lord Jesus Christ/- But the tranflators 
tmdoubtedly were miftaken in rendering tco^i even. 
In I Peter i. 3. they tranflate the very famę words 
*^ Blefled be ihe God and Father of our Lord Je- 
^^ su^ Christ." One of thefe tranflations certainly 
ijiufl: be wrong : but, if I may exprefs my own opi- 
nion, which I do with great diffidence, neither of 
them is ftrićlly rlght, as I fee no neceflity for ren- 
djeringó ©log in the latter inflance the God, any 
mqre than for rendering koci even in the former. To 
a perfon perfuaded of the Divinity of the Holy 
GhostJi will appear very probable at leaft, if not cer- 
tain, that by o ®coc the Holy Ghost is intended in 
both inftances. St. John, in his Gofpel, tells us, 
xiv. a6. that the Holy Ghost is the Cómforter, o\ 
Si zi^ot^Kkm^C TO T5-yćL/jutfi5 TO dyiov. Attend then to the 
Apoftle's words, " Blefled be God, and the Father 
'^ of our Lord Jesus Christ ; the Father of Mer- 
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'^ ci^, aiid GoD of all coirfólation," . «ra(r>tf 'srufu-'' 
yJ^Wiwę^ where evidently what he afcribcs to the , ' 
'sraTjyp is diffferent from what he afcribes to the o Qboc ; 
and, therefore, they are diftiiwft perfons. Moreover, 
what he afcribes to each is charaAeriftię of each • ' 
for, it is charaćleriftic of the Father, that he is mcr- 
cifuł ; of theHoŁY Ghost, that he is the Comforter. 
The Father is the Father of Mercies, the Holy 
Ghost the God of all Confolation. 

Once morę;- i Cor. xv. 24. E/tas to 75X0^, cT«y 
nsrapoi^u) ri^y ^oi,(rihiiuv Tcą 0iw Tcai zcoct^i. Herę again 
©6oc and waryjp feem to be diftinćt perfons, which is 
intelligible enough to thofe who believe that there is 
a trinity of perfons in the Godhead, but to others 
muft be intricate and inexplicable. When the end 
cometh, when all the purpofes of the Evangelial 
difpenfation ftiall be finally accompliflied, tiien fliall 
the kingdom, wl;ich had been excliiiively exercifed 
by the incajrnate Aoyocj be delivered up ©i6o, tcoh 
TsrąTfu. The vioc himfelf will become fubjed; for, 
the ay9pM7roc will no longer have any fliare in the 
kingdom, but o &soc will be all in all, rot zsruyToc ć > ^ 
^ua-i)f; and the Aoyog, who had been in union with 
the oiv9pcA7:oc, will be altogether in the unity of the 
Godhead @eov^ koci wut^oc. 

Should any one objećt to the interpretatión of nmi 
by '^ and" in the words 0?aj, nai ^arpt, he will be 
pleafed toconfider, tłiat, if it is interpreted even, the 
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diflerence will be morc in appcarancc than in rcality ; 
inafmuch as ^* God ćven the Father** will ftill imply 
zOsoc diftinćt firom the Father. For, if by Oiog was 
ncceflarily and exclufively meant the Father, and 
if by the Father was ncceffarily and cxclulively 
meant ó ©sog, the ufe of both terms would be fuper- 
flnous, and no morę infomiation would be conveycd 
by the ufe of both terms than by the ufe of one on- 
ly ; fo that, interpret it as you will, there will not be 
much difFerence. In the one cafe, ©50^ tcoh TsraTtip 
will be diilinft by implication; in the other^ the 
diftinćlion will be direćk. 

I have farther to obferve, and thcrcin I appre- 
hend I fhall meet with no'oppolition firom perfons of 
the Arian perfuafion, that &£oc tstccttip and i &£oc xai 
'o-an/ip are marked to be of different imports by the 
omiffion or addition of the article ; wherc the words 
are ufed without the intenrention of the conjunćlion, 
the article is conftantly omitted, and when kcci in- 
tervencs, the article is as conftantly prefixed. And 
this rule is invariably preferved, I belieye, by ałl the 
different wpiters of the New Teftament, with oniy 
thefe two cxceptions, if indeed they may be called 
exceptions, John vi. 27, 7ovtov yap c zrmrifif ecrippa-- 
yi<rsy, o &socj and Ephef. iv. 6, uc @soc Kai -STaTijp 
TąTonwy. Befides thefe two, I kno^ of no other paf- 
fagcs in the New Teftament which have even thę 
appearance of being exceptions to the generał rule j 
but I hardly thi^ik that thefe two inftances can with 
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aiiy pfopfiety be confidered as exceptions ; in thć for- 
mer, S Gscg is Deus fcHicet, and the wholc paflage in 
ónr Englifli tranflation Ihould have been rcndered 
•^ For him hath the Father fealed, that is, God ;'• 
jufŁ as the words Matt. xix. 17. are rendered ov^b(c 
ayaSocy u [juhi uc^ o Oeoc. ^^ Therc is nonę good but 
*^ one, that is, God. In the latter, where the ar* 
ticle is omitted before Ssoc koci Tsyuinpy it will be pro- 
bably thought, that by reafon of the word Q^o^ 
being combined with the numeral f/^, it is not 
applicable to the prefent ąueftion ; this, however, 
muft be left to the reader's decilion* One thing on-- 
ly I Ihall obferye, that as @soc t^ccttip and o Beog kch 
%ffUTfip are certainly difFerent expreflions, they may 
siaturally be conceived to have difFerent extents in 
the intentions of the facred writers ; and that ó &ćcc 
TtaiTSTuiiip is defigncd to fignify to us, that the iffcutip 
is not o Ssac exclufively. 

Fromthe firft Epiftle of St. Peter we haye not 
much to produce as direBly teftifying tojdie Divinity 
cf the Son of God, ałthough thip whole, interpreted 
acoording to the analpgy of faith, ftrongly coincides 
wath ihe doftrine. Howevcr, in the iifth chapter 
V. 2, he «xprefle3 himfelf in terms which are not ap- 
plicable to anybi^t Christ; for, he fays sro//>tayaT6 to' 

$v vfjuy TsroijjLmy tov Osoy Kai (puys^snoc tov af^i- 

7f0iii£V0Cj KO[j(4Siv9s TW ot^ł/iipoOfrtvo^ Tfic ^o^c cs(pecvoy. The 
chief fhepherd k he whofe the flock is ; but the 
Ąpoftle fays, the flock of the chief fhepherd is the. 
flock of God^ zim^^my tov ©iov j, therefbre the chief 
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fhepherd is God, for otherwife thc flock is not the 
flock of the chief iłiepherd. In the like manner, in 
the preceding chapter, the Apoftle calls the Gofpel 
cfCHRisTtheGofpelof God, " What fliall be the 
*^ end (faith he) of them that obey not the Gofpel of 
*^ God ?" whichis often likewife the language of St. 
Paul. Now, when the facifed writets ufe indifcrimi- 
nately the terms ^^ Gofpel of Ch^iist " or '^ Gofpel 
*^ of GoD," what mnft the reader think, but that 
either there is a double Gofpel, the one diftinćl 
from the other ; or, if they are not diftinft, that 
Christ and God are one ? LetSophiftry evade this 
as it will, fu€h neverthelefs will be the opinion: of 
thebulk of mankind ; if Christ is God, there is no 
difficulty at all in \mderftanding this language of thc 
iacred writers ; but, if he is not, wefhall be unable 
to give any tolerable account of it without a ftrangc 
jumble of pofitions and inferences, and fuch as will 
ftill łcave us at a lofs to reconcile the loofe carelefs 
manner in which the Apoftles have exprefled them- 
fclves with their infpiration; if they knew that 
Christ was not Gob> why fhould they term that, 
which we all ^kriow to be emphatically and exclu- 
fively the Gofpel of Christ, the Gofpel of God ? 
This is opening fuch a doorto mift^ke and mifap- 
preheniion as ilp is in)poffible they could have been 
guilty of. If the hiftorian, !h fpeaking of any parti- 
ciilar traćt of country, ihould cali it the territory of 
Philip, and afterwards fpeaking of the very famę 
traćl of country Ihould. cali it the .lecritory of the 
3 King> 
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^King, cotild you helitate a moment in pronoiincing 
Philip to be a King ? Now what is the difFerence 
between thefe two cafes ? abfolutely nonę ; the ter- 
ritory is the territory of Philip, and is called alfo the 
ferritory of the King, and therefore Philip is King, 
The Gofpel is the Gofpel of Christ, and is called 
alfo the Gofpel of GoD, therefore Christ is Goir. 
He that can Ihew any difFerence between thefe two 
cafes may be allowed to ofFer it aś a plea for him- 
felf in the mifinterpretation of the facred writers ; 
but, if he can Ihew no difterence between them, it 
will not be eafy for him tó juftify himfelf in putting 
an interpretation upon the plain words of the fa- 
cred writers, different from what he would put upon 
the plain and iimilar words of any other writer. 
Again our Lord fays, Matt. xvi. i8: ^' Upon 
this rock wilM build my Church^'' Etti 7ocvTr} t/j Tzsrpoc 
oiyjo^ofjLTjTca y,ov tyiv v,i7iKnrioiv. But where iri the New 
"Teftariient is the Church fpoken of and diftinguifh- 
cd other than as the Church of'<jOD ? I do not know 
that it is eyen Once mentioned under ttle terms Church 
of Christ; Where then are we to lodk for the 
Church of Christ ? Mov tj^i/ s7cKxr,riocv is a limiting 
and exclufive exprcffion; therefore theChurch 6f 
Christ and the Church of Gon are one and the 
famę, or there are two diftincft Churches,, which no 
one will fay ; but, if they are one and^the famę, then 
miift Christ and Goi> be one and the famę. Hencc 
the faćred writers, by charaćlerifing the Church uil- 
der the terms Church of God, afEx: the chara<fter of 
' GoD 
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GóD to Jesus Christ, whofe thc Church is firom 
its very origin. 

The fecond Epiftle of St. Peter with fomc perhaps 
will be thought to be of little authority, as its au-« 
thent^cityJias been doubted; the ftyle, I own, dif- 
fers from that of the firft Epiftle, but I do not fee 
that this is a fufficient ground of objećlion, as there 
are a thoufand circumftances which may occafion ą 
Variation of ftyle; aad this Epiftle^ as we under- 
ftand, was written under the difconfolate circum- 
ftances of a prifon. However, I believe there is 
fufficient evidence that it was written in thc Apoftolic 
age ; and, as the write;* expreflly fpeaks of himfelf 
under the name and charaćler of *^ Simon Peter, a 
Servant and Apoftle of Jesus Christ," and as there 
is no othcr pofitive proof, that he was any other 
than Simon Peter, and, moreover, as it is not eon- 
ceivable that any one in that age would have af*- 
fumed to himfelf a name which was not his own, 
and wherein his forgery and falfehood would havc 
been fo certain of being detedled, I think we need 
not hefitate a moment about acknowledging the 
Epiftle to be his, whofe name it bears* The Apoftle 
then thus e3q)refres himfelf, chr i. i, wc /tror/py >Jju^v 
?\a%ova^t 7ffŁciv ey "tinocŁoa-myi tov ®sov ^[junty Kai (TooTfjpoc Iifrov 
Xpicov ; '' To them that have obtaincd like precious 
faith with us, through the righteoufncfs of our Gop, 
ąnd Saviour Jesus Christ." There i^ a various 
reading (I own) of Kvc^ii^v inftcad of Q$ov; but^ 

what 
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what is the proof that Kup/ou is the trae reading ? 
Are the Apoflle's words unintelligible except it is 
fubftituted iń the room of ©fou ? Is the doftrine of 
the prcfent reading inconliftent with the generał 
doćlrine of the other parts of the Scripture ? No : 
nothing of the kind. Therefore, as there is no 
manner of cali for a various reading, in order to 
tnake us linderftand the Apoftle'3 meaning, or to 
render him confiftent with the other Apoftolićal and 
Sacred Writers, I make no fcruple in pronouncing, 
that the various reading is of no confequence ; and 
that, as it is whoUy unneceflary, fo would it be very 
abfurd to adopt it. 

Ch. iii. 10. ^^H^£/ 5w= fi '^[jLspoc Kv(>tov oug kKsTfjfic, &C* 
^* But the day of the Lord will come as a thief in 
" the night, &c. Seeing then that all thefe things 
*^ Ihall be diffolved, what manner of perfonsought ye 
" to be in all holy converfation and godlinefs, looking 
** for and hafting unU the coming of the day of God!" 
npO(rSox6i;y7aj noti (TTrBijlonac Tłjy '(Xroc^ov(nocv tyic iov &ćov 
'^l^sĘocc. Herę the day of the fecond coming of our 
Lord is decidedly and unequivocally called, the 
day of GoD ; it was before called the day of our 
Lord, and fo it is freąuently called ; and, as there 
cannot be a doubt but that the day of Christ is 
thereby meant, therefore the day of Christ is 
cquivalent to the d^ ofGoD ; and, therefore, Christ 
is GoD. 

1 From 
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From thc Epiftles of St. John, I need fcleft oitfy 
one pafiage, which is direćl in its aflertion, and 
dccidedly conclufive. i John, v. 20. *' And we 
'^ know that the Son of God is come, and hath 
^^ given us an underftanding, that we may know him 
^^ that is true. And we are in him that istrue, even 
^' in his Son Jesus Christ. This is the true Gon, 
*^ and eternal life.*' 'Oyro^ sgtv o ocXfj9ivoc Gsoc^ xai 
• ^CA)rj uimioc. Now, whether you refer ovtoc to 1/0$ tov 
Geou, to cć}\yiCivojy or to lr,(rGv XpicMj it makes no 
manner of difFerence : if to the firft of thefe, them 
the Apoftle fays, tlvit ^* the Son of God is God 
'' indeed:" if to the fecond, then h^ that is true is 
God indeed; but he that is true (he fays) is Jesus 
Christ the Son of God ; therefore, Jesus Christ 
the Son of Go d , is ó aX7}9Łwc &iocy God indeed. After 
fo very plain and fo very explicit a declaration of 
the beloyed Difciple and Apoftle, wilł any one fay, 
that the Divinity of the Son of God is no doćlrine 
of the New Teftament ? By what arguments, by 
what peryerfe contortion of words, is this teftament 
of Sr. Jołm to be evaded ? - '^Outoc is hic demonjłrathe, 
and it refers to Jesus Christ, and therefore he is 
o ocKrfimg @coc ; and he muft be totally ignorant of 
the Greek4language,^ho attempts to refer it other- 
wife. The word this, in our Englifh tranflation, 
does not feem to be quite right ; it would have been 
better, if ithad been rendered, " the famę is truły 
*^ God ;" for, the article c is prefixed to okfiGiyoc 
merely in confcąuence of the word omoi^ and there- 
fore 
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fore o aXfi9mc ouglit not to be conftrued łh irUCj 
- but, adyerbially, truły or indeeŁ 
% 
The Epiftle of St. Jtide afFords a very ftrong 
teftimony likewife in the words which have been 
abready cited on a different account, ver. 4, ^' For, 
'^ there are certain tnen crept in linawares, who 
" were before of old ordained to this condemnation, 
*' ungodly mćn, turning \ht grace of ourGoD into 
*^ lafcivioufnefs, and denying the only Lord God, 
^' and our Lord Jesus Christ." From thefe 
words, I cannot help taking notice, firft, of the pe- 
culiarity of the eXpreffion T^yy tou @sov r,iJLoovxaciy juera- 
Ti9Brr£g się cwsKystocy : why doth the Sacred Writer fay 
&sov ^[juioy ? The exprefli0n is not very freąuent or 
Gommon; fometimes, indeed/itis ufed by the other 
Writers of the New Teflament, but theh, as it 
Ihould feem, always with a marked lignificance* 
I Cor. vi. 2. AAAa €i67reXov(rQ^9sf aKhx, i^yioc(r9riTS^ 
«AAa shy^jeĄ}9fjTS ev TcąovoiJiOiTi tov KvpŁOV Ij^o-oy, koci syrca 
*zffysviJLa7t Tov 05ou n[^^v. So alfo, i, Theff. ii. 2. Ettc^c- 
pyi(rici(ra[jLs9oc sy t6o05w i^ijloov ?\m>^yicoci Tsrpog Cfiotg 70 sveKy^ 
ys?it&TovQsov. And^ 2Thefr. i. 12. St. Paul ufes the 
very famę expreffion with St. Jude, kocto^ zr]v %ocoi)t 
rov ®sov Yi^juioy koci Kuc/oy lvja-ov Kp/c-oi;. In all whicll - 
inftances, the expreffion is ufed with an evident de- 
lign of diftinguilhing the God of Chriftians from 
the God acknowledged by the reft oftheworld. 
The firft inftance refers to the God of Chriftians, 
into whofe name tliey were baptized ; and therefore, 
. i (^ the 
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the Apoftle very; properly ufes the expreflion S(ou 
i^jjtMy; inafmuch as no others acknowledged the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoft, to be the one 
GoD- In the fecond inftance, wherein he fpeaks 
of the boldnefs and courage wherewith he preached 
the Gofpel, encountering all difficukies^ he was 
endued with it by our Gon, £v zcą &scą ^[jLUjy, by the 
GoD in whom we Chriftians beliere. The third 
inftance fpeaks plainly enough for itfelf ; and, thcre- 
fore, it is unneceflary to point out its propriety. Lct 
us then attend to what St. Jude fays, and the pro- 
priety of his ufing the famę expreffion will appear 
evident. By the way, however, I cannot help firft 
remarking, that Ignatius, who was the Difciple of 
St. John, ufes the famę expreffion, and in a very 
remarkable manner. ^ In his Epiftle to the Ephefians, 
xviii, he fays, 'O yaĘ @soc r^^jiMy lficrovc o Xctcoc sh,vo(po^ 
pr}9y} V7ro Mccpiacj y^ocTcc oiKO^oiJitocv Bsov, ex CTrspfji^Toc Aa*- 
C/S, z!rv£viJuzToc h uyiov ; which modę of expreffion 
occurs morę than once in his Epiftles. St. Jude'$ 
words are, '' For, there are certain men crept in un- 
*^ awares, who were before of old ordaińed to this 
** condemnation, ungodly men, cca-sCsiCj iniy tov O^ou 
** >5/xwv yj>^civ iJLsroóTi9sn^c Hc o^rihynoty^ impioufly ma* 
** king a jeft of tlie^i7^^ of our god, /. e. of the god of 
^* us Chriftians, and (as impioufly) denying him 
'* who hath the fole dominion, Toy/>ccvoy %e<rnnni/ii^^ our 
*^ GoD and Lord Jesus Christ, 0wv 7ux>ł Xtf/oy 
'^ ?7|utwv I^(rc>i;v Kf/ccy." I muft liere be forgiven, if I 
once morę objećl to our Englifli tranflation in this 

inftance. 
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inftance. The words certainly do not appear to be 
rendered properly by ^' the only Lord God and 
^^ our Lord.'* Ae(r7roTfiv is not an adjećlire, but a 
fubftantiye in concord with its adje<ftive ixovoy ; and 
therefore in conftrućlion is limited to that ; but, in 
the tranflation, its power is transferred, as if it was 
in agreement with 0foy, and as if it had an adjeftire 
lignification, which it certainly has not. Caftalio 
tranflates it Solum Herum JDeum ; what kind of lan- 
guage this is I iindertake not to determine; but 
it is ftrange that the manifeft impropriety ofitdid 
not ftrike him; fuch language feemś rather to be 
burlefąue than any thing elfe ; others, perhaps, may 
have tranflated the words as erroneoufly, but in 
what m^nner I ftay not to enąuire. The error of 
the tranflatioh feems moft probably to have arifen 
from its having been fuppofed that MONON Sscr- 
TTOTł^y could not with truth be applied to Jesus 
Christ. But, it fhould have been remembercd, 
what is really the truth of the Gofpel is truth^ 
*' that tf// power was given to Jesus Christ, both 
in Heaven and Earth.** It Ihould have been remem- 
bered, what our Lord himfelf affures us, that 
<^ the Father judgeth no man, but hith committed 
** tf// judgement to the Son ;*' and, if thefe things had 
been remembered, the tranllators would have had 
no difficulty in rendering the words " denying him, 
*^ who hath the fole dominion, our God, and 
^* Lord, Jesus Christ;" for, fuch, accordingto all 
the rules of conftrućtion, feems to be the only true 
interpretation of the Greek words. 

I 3 St. 
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St. Jude concludes his Epiftle in terms no Ipfs 
ftrongly attefting the Diyinity ofthe SonofGoD, 
when he afcribes to him Glory and Majefty, Domi- 
nion and .Power, both now, and cver. Mom a-c^cf 
®ĆJi a-ooTfjpi yiijua3v lo^x Koct [jLiyah(^vvyij koutoc Kai g^oi^o-/^, 
KOŁŁ vvv KOCI Się 7Aj0iVTccc iovc onccvac, A/x??j/. Hc that caji 
find out a confiftent and true modę of applying thefe 
words otherwife than to our ącknowkdged Sayiour, 
let him do it. 

Herę then I ihall conclude my enąuiry into the 
evidence that may be brought, from the New Tefta* 
ment, in proof ofthe Divinity ofthe Son of Gon ; 
not becąufe morę could not have been produced ; 
for, the whole is fuli of evidence ; but becauie fuf- 
ficient has been already produced to fatisfy any rea-* 
fonable enąuiries, and becaufe, if what has been al« 
ready produced is inefFećlual for that purpofe, nei- 
ther would a farther accumulation pf iimjlar cvi^ence 
prove effecJtual. 

That which I undertook to proye was, that, if wc 
are not miftaken in our concluńon, that Jesus i$ 
GoD, bccaufe he is declared to be the Son of God ; 
then would the S^cred Writings of the New Tefta- 
ment afFord us as elear evidence to the truth of this 
conclufion as thcy do to the trath Qf our conclu- 
lion that he is man, becaufe hę is called the Son 
of man. The evidence is now before the reader^ 
from the Evangelifts, from St. Pa\il, St. Peter, 6t. 
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James, St. John, and St. Jadę. If the cvidence 
produced is not fuch as their writmgs will juftify to 
be the truth ; the writer of thefe pagcs will moft 
readily acknowledge himfelf to be in an error, and 
retraft the whole of what he has faid ; thc truth, let 
it be on which lide it will, is all that he aims at, 
bpth for himfelf and for others ; and, if the truth 
really iś, that the Son of God is not God, neither 
will he prefume to affirm the contrary. , But, what 
is truth ? and what is its ftandard ? Is imagination, 
or the efFort of an iininformed mind, the meafure of 
it ? or does it depend upon the Revelation of the 
God of triith? Ifthe former, then will it be as 
changeable and flućluating as the human mind, 
which to day adopts what to-morrow it reje As* 
For a length of time, ideas were fuppofed to be in- 
nate to the human mind. Mr. Locke has now de- 
monftrated, that ideas are not innate, and the mind 
acquiefces with that demonftration. But fome fu- 
turę Demonftrator may perhaps ąrife, who will bring 
us backto the old ftandard. Capricious as the mind 
then evidently has been in this inftance (and a 
thoufand inftances of a iimilar naturę might be men- 
tioned), how is it poffible, that the mind can be the 
meafure of truth ? The reafoning of the human 
mind may be all juft, regular, and conclufive, and 
yet be deftitute of truth ; for, truth does not depend 
merely upon the comparifon of ideas, but upon the 
primary idea ; which if falfe itfelf, the regularity 
of our reafoning, and the conclufions which we 

I 4 draw 
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draw from it, will not render it trae*. It is a pri- 

mary idea, that the moon is a habitablc world like 

ourown; thence we reafon that it hath rkrers, 

and feas, and inountains in it, as our own; and, 

becaufe our earth hath volcanos in it, we conclude 

the famę of the moon ; and by the help of our ^af- 

fes the concluńon fcems to be confirmed to us. 

But, is it thercfore trae that Ae moon hath all thefe 

things in it, becaufe there is no defe<ft in our rea- 

foning from the primary idea ? Suppofe any per- 

fon, by fome ftrange capricious turn of mind, 

fliould adopt it as a primary idea, that the moon 

was nothing elfe but a large mirror ; might he not 

reafon as plaufibly and regularly from his idea as 

we do from oiu-s ? and might not fancy help him 

to difcover in it a rcprefentation of the Atlantic 

Ocean ? and of the earthly volcanos which our glaf- 

fes feem to tell us really hare an exiftence in the 

moon ? But it will be faid, our primary idea, that , 

the moon is a habitable world like our own, hath 

nothing unreafonabłe ih it. I will own, that it hath 

nothing that is impoffible in it, as far as I am 

acąuainted with the bounds pf poflibility : but, if 

it is truth, it will not be poffible that it fhould be 

any thing elfe; but, as this will not be faid, our 

reafoning upon this fubjećl, and ouil 4ponclufion9, 

* Upon this fiibjcćl, the rcader cannot, but with grcat fatif- 
fadłon to himfclf, confult the vcry exccllcnt publication of Dr. 
Bcatńc, on the Immutability of Truth. 
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will be all arbitrary ; and fo will they be upon every 
óther fubjećl, where the primary idea is not aćlual 
truth. 

Now, if the primary idea muft be aftual truth, 
in order to give the fanćlion of truth to our reafon- 
ing and conclulions ; upon what muli this idea reft, 
that it may be eftablilhed to be aćlual truth ? As 
for inftance : it is our primary idea concerning God, 
that he is only one God ; upon what does this idea 
reft ? Innate it certainly is not ; for, if it was, every 
mind would have it, which we all know is not the 
cafe; for, the far greater majority of mankind, fora 
long continue^feries pf ages, were imprefled with 

the idea of H^^!^^^^ I^ ^^ ^^^ P^'^ genuinc 
produdlion of the mind itfelf, and the refult of 
thought and contemplation ? How know you that 
it is true ? Your thinking it to be true doth not ef- 
tablilh it to be the truth without fome other au- 
thority. Polytheifm may avail itfelf of $ plea of this 
kind as well as of the unity of GoDif but all your 
reafon in every infkance perfećlly coincides with 
the idea, and therefore you know it to^be true ; this 
is not a right conclufion. All your reafon coincides 
with it, becaufe it is true ; but it is not therefore 
true, becaufe your reafon coincides with it. Somc 
s^es fince, all the worid agreed, that there was no 
void in naturę, that naturę abhorred a vacuum ; all 
the reafon of the wifeft men coincided with the idea ; 
but, if that coincidence eftablifhed it to be a truth, 

what 
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what are we to think of what we now receire for 
truth, that the operations of naturę cannot be carried 
on without a vacuum ? Herę then manifeftly is a 
coincidence of reafon, with two direćlly contrary 
ideas; the one, that there is, the other, that there 
is not, a vacuum. Nbw, as both connot be true, 
therefore reafon in one inftance or the other coin- 
clded with what is falfe ; confequently an idea is not 
therefore true, becaufe your reafon coincides with 
it. It will be ufelefs to urge, that new lights broke 
In upon the niind, new difcoveries were madę, 
which determined the mind in the reje6lion of a 
plenum ; for, this only ferves to fliew the impotence 
of reafon in eftablilliing aftual truth. If, as in the' 
prefent inftance, what was eftablifhed for truth an 
hundred and fifty years back has been rejećled, on 
account of new lights and difcoverles ; who knows, 
but an hundred and fifty years hence ftill newer 
lights may break in upon us ? And then we may 
have neither a vacuum nor a plenum, but fomething 
elfe ; for, if new lights will juftify reafon in varying 
from an eftablifhed truth in one inftance, it will in 
another ; confequently the coincidence of reafon 
with an idea is no proof of its being aćlual 
truth. 

Now, if fuch be the fiucftuation and defeA of 
reafon in the eftablilhment of truth, as hath been 
exemplified in the foregoing inftance, and in a 
cafe whcrein our fenfęs alfo were concerned ; what-, 

and 
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and how great, muft be its defećl, where God, liis 
being, and ourown futurę being, are concemed, 

Is it the yoice of reafon, that there is no other 
Gop but one only ? When was this voiee ever heard ? 
Look into the hittory of mankind from its earlieft 
ages ; is there any thing of the kind to be found 
there ? does not the faćl proclaim the contrary in all 
ages, and among all nations, except the Jews ? and 
even in the littłe glimmering of the idea which is 
to.be met with among fome of the Phiłofophers, 
was it not all derived from their intercourfe wlth the 
Jews ? for, prior to fuch intercourfe, no fuch idea 
occuFs in the whok hiftory of mankind from the 
one end of the world to the other. Upon what then 
does the idea reft, that there is only one God ? If 
only upon its conformity with our reafon, how know 
we that fome new light may not hereafter break in 
upon our reafon, and caufe us to rejeft this idea in 
order to introduce a difFerent one ? Such has been 
the cafe in other inftances ; and fuch may be the 
cafe in this, if the truth of God*s unity refts only 
on its idea being conformable with our reafon, 
Reafon does uńdoubtedly moft ftróngly and fuUy 
approve of the idea, and fo it did of a plenum ; but 
this latter it has rejeAed, as what it can no longer 
adopt. And what aflurance is there that it will 
never rejećl the unity of G^d ? Time, and new 
lights (whether true or falfe I enąuire not), may in 
futurę fet reafon at variance with the idea, and moft 

probably 



Digitized by 



Google 



( "4 ) 

probably will, if it has no other ground for its trath 
than what the approbation of reafon gives it But, 
jf the unity of Gon ia a truth, it muft rcft upon 
fome other and certain baiis, upon a bafis which 
will not admit of being difturbed by new lights 
and new difcoveries ; a bafis, which will fupport it 
unfhaken through all the fiuAuations of time and 
circumftances. Upon fuch it certainly does rcft ; 
for, heavcn has revealed it to us to be a truth; no 
new lights therefore can operate upon the mind in 
this cafe: it is a truth, a revealed truth, and un- 
alterable as its great Author. 

As then our primary idea of the Divinity is aćhial 
truth, becaufe fixed on the firm bafiś of revelation ; 
fo, if we reafon juftly, will our dedućlions from it 
be true likewife. But, in our reafoniag from this 
great fubjecft, the utmoft caution is to be apphed, 
that we do not derive confeąuences from it- which it 
will not juftify, that we do not rejećt a farthcr reve-* 
lation of the naturę of Gon from a prefumption of 
its.being inconfiftent with his divine unity; for, it is 
impofiible that a revelationfram Go jy, with regard to 
the Divine Naturę, can be^ inconfiftent with the 
I)ivine Unity; and therefore, if there appears to be 
any inconfiftency in it, the inconfiftency muft be in 
our apprehenfion, which we muft endeavour to rec^ 
tify, but not in the reydation. 
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Let it be remembered, that the revelation of 
GoD^s unity is not a revelation of the wholc of thc 
divine naturę ; it is a rerelation of only one point, 
and therefore a fubfeąuent revelation may communi- 
cate to lis what is not copiprehended under this 
one point, and morę than we poffibly cąn derivc 
from it by our reafoning powers. The naturę of 
Gop, until madę known to us by the light of 
revelation,' is łike an unexplored region, of whofe 
quality and produćlions we know nothing ; affured 
we may be of its exiftence, but of what belongs to 
it we can know nothing, until the trareller, wha 
has explored it, Ihall have given us the neceflary In- 
formation. Affured we are, becaufe it is a revealed 
tnith^of the exiftcnce of Gon, and that there is but 
one GoD only; but of his naturę, and being, what 
can we fay, unlefs guided by a divine light ? Rca- 
fon can infer nothing from the unity of Gon, with 
regardto his effential naturę. Let an argument be 
ffamed : God is only one, therefore his effential 
naturę is — ^What ? Therefore, his effential naturę is 
unity ; but what is this ? this is only making the 
inference the famę as the premifes; God is one, 
therefore he is one. But the ąueftion is, what is 
the ejfential naturę of God ? and this cannot be in- 
ferred from his unity ; that is, no inference from his 
unity will inform us. Our intelligence, therefore, 
muft come to us from revelation ; and, if it comesto 
us from rerelation, we know, and are affured, that 
it is a<Sluał truth, however it may not, in fome in- 
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AinćeS, tneet with the dirććlapprobation of otir rea-^ 
fon. Under the yarious flućluations of the human 
mind, reafoli will often vary from the truth ; cxpe- 
Hence aiTures us of it ; experience aflures us, that ii 
may fo vary from it, as to efteem what is aftual truth 
to be an abfurdity, and impoffible. And, therefore, 
a reyelation, even if it Ihould not meet with the di- 
xećl approbation of our reafon, is not to be rejećl^d 
merely on that aecount; for^ it nmy be aćlual truth 
notwithftandingi 

The truth of i rerclation refts not at alł on the 
HGCord of our natural reafon with the matter reveaU 
cd ; but on the authórity with which the revelation 
is communicated to us j and, if that authotity is fuf-* 
ficiently eftablilhed, it will be ufełefs to oppofe the 
matter revealed with an outcry of abfurdity and con^ 
tradićlion ; we may as well oppofe matters of faft 
with the famę outcry. How abfurd, hów contrary 
to our reafon, does it appear to be^ that any human 
beings fhould make a beverage of their own faliva, 
and be happy in intoxicating themfelves with it \ and 
yet fuch is the eridence of faćl attefted by eye-wit- 
neffes of it. We do not cantas this on the ground 
€f probability or abfurdity ; we do not make either 
the ftandard of the truth of the faćl. The evidence 
of the eye-witnefs who attefts it fuperfedes alł dif- 
, cuflion ; and , it is his evidence alone which raakes 
us receire as a truth what otherwife we fhould think 
incredible. As then fuch is the condućt of the 
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human mind in generał, that it admits and receires 
the faćt on the authenticity of the evidence by which 
it is fupported ; as its generał modę of proceeding is 
to judge of the truth of the faćt by the authenticity 
of the evidence, and not to argue the incompetency 
of the eyidence from the naturę of the faćt ; why 
are we to proceed in a, diiFerent manner, when a 
fubjećl of fo high a naturę as the being of God is 
concerned ? 

If the authority with which the revelation is com* 
municated to us is once fufficiently el^lablifhed, it 
fuperfedes all difcuffion; the matter revealed isjuf- 
tified to be the truth, becaufe the authority with 
which it is communicated to us is fufficiently efta- 
blilhed ; therefore it is true, becaufe weknow it to be 
a revelation. But the argument would be prepofte- 
rous, to fay, therefore, the fufficiendy-authorifed re- 
yelation is no revelation, nor true, becaufe our rea- 
fon doth not approve the matter rerealed. Prior to 
the communication of the revelation, reafon hath 
determined that the revelation from the God of 
truth muft be true, therefore the matter revealed 
muftbe true alfo. The certainty of the revelation is 
the teft of the truth of the matter revealed, not the 
matter revealed the teft of the reyelation. 

But it has been faid, and ftrangely fałd too, that 
reafon is unąueftionably the Jirfi revelation of God to 
pian; and hence it has been inferred, that rea- 
fon 
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fon is to be the judge of the revelation, whether it 
comes from God, or otherwife. The premifes are 
abfurd ; for, reafon is no morę a revelation than any 
other power of the mlnd, or than fight and hearing, 
whereby we diftinguilh founds and colours ; they are 
all gifts, endowments from God to his creatures^i 
but, to cali either of them a revelation is infinitely 
ridiculous. The inference i^let the premifes be what 
they will) is partly tnie and partly falfe ; for j rea- 
fon certainly is to be exercifed in enąuiring and de- 
tennining whether a revelation comes from Goi>, or 
not ; wherein its firft operation is to afcertain whe- 
ther the perfon who commimicates it hath a divine 
miffion : if the refult is, that he certainly doth not 
appear to have'any fuch divine miffion, then un- 
ąueftionably whatever his pretended rerelation may 
be, reafon will rejećt it as a revelation : but, if the 
refult is, that he certainly hath a divine miffion, and 
that Go D hath fent him to communicate a revelation to 
us, then reafon is neceflarily called upon to admit 
and to receive that revelation, becaufe it comes from 
GoD. Afterthen it is eftablifhed, that the perfon 
communicating hath a divine miffion, and that the 
end of his miffion is to communicate to iis a reveła- 
tion from Gon; what hath reafon farther to do? 
is it to canvas and lift the matter revealed in order 
toiind flawsin it? But the exercife of reafon, in or- 
der to find flaws in what reafon hath acknowledged 
to be a revelation from Gon, is the exercife of folly y 
it-is to imdo with one hand what you have done with 
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the other ; for, frotn a divine miflion can come no- 
thing but what is true, and therefore, in canvaffing 
and endeavouring to find flaws in the matter re- 
vealed, reafon is endeavouring to overthrow the 
triith of what it had eftablilhed and acknowledgcd 
to be true. Reafon acknowledges the truth of this 
propofition, that the whole is morę than a part. 
Would it not be wifely employed after this acknow- 
ledgement, in endeavouring to find a ^aw herein, 
in endeavouring to find a flaw in what it cannot 
avoid giving its aflent to ? With equal wifdom ^s ^it 
employed in endeavouring to find flaws in the mat- 
ter revealed, when it acknowledges that the revek- 
tion comes from God. The matter revealed is the 
revelation : the perfon communicating it is acknow- 
ledged to have a divine miflion ; therefore, the mat- 
ter revealed is true ; therefore, likewife, it is true, 
however it may not happen to fali in immediatcly 
with our apprehenfion. For, in a rerelation which 
regards the invifible world, which regards the tffcn- 
tial naturę of- the Divine Being, it cannot be but 
that diflSculties muli occur, and fuch as will not in 
every refpećl be folvable by the human mind. But, 
let the difliculties be what they will, fl:ill if the au- 
thority of the divine miflion is eflablilhed, thefe will 
not operate to the difcredit of the rerelation, nor in 
reafon can they, till the authority of the divine mif- 
fion is deilroyed. While that authority remains un- 
iTiaken, the difficulties in the matter revealed can 
be of no account. ** Believe me, faith our Lord, 
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^^ th^t I amin the Father and tlie Fathcr In trtcJ^ 
Will you refufe to believe this becaufe of the diffi- 
culty tliere is in the faying ? You eannot do it 
without firft dilbelieving ^his dirinc miffion. But 
-this is fo fuUy cftablifhed by his mighty wórks and 
mirades, that yóu eannot deny it ; therefore, the 
• difficulty wliich there may be in the fayiiag can be 
■^no reafonable ground for diibelieving it. 

There fs fomething unatcountably wcak in the 

progrefs of fóme men's minds who receive the mef- 

" iertger as haring a di vine miffion, as certainly com- 

^ihg from Gód, and tbcn rejećt what he communi- 

-cates to them, becaufe their reafon eannot make it 

out with the famę clćarnefs and perfpicuity asit 

' makes out the things which bełong pureły to this 

^ wórld. But iś it even imaginable that reafon fliould. 

always be able to do this^ that in a revdation of the 

^ cflential naturę of the iiiGomprehenfible Gon, it 

* Ihouid be abic to make out erery thing appertaining 
to it with that determinatc clearnefa which it hatli 
iipon fubje6ls of ąn inferior naturę ł If a dcfedl of 

* this kind is a fufficicnt ground for rejefting a reve- 
\ lation, it is a fufficicnt ground for rejećling^ God 

himfelf, who is incomprehenfible. What clearnefs, 
what perfpicuity of ideas have you when you tell u& 
"that GoD is a fpirit ? For, what pofitiyely is a fpi- 
rit? Whtn you tell us of his omniprefence, and 
that tihie is no meafure of his exilłencę, do not 
theić tliings fccm to contradićl tjie plain dićlates of 
' reafon 
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rcafon and common fenfe ? Have you any concep- 
tion of the meafure of exiftence without time ? You 
€ertainly have nonę. The conception, notwłth- 
ftanding every efFort of the mind, is an impoflible 
conception. 

It contradićts the plain dicftates of reafon and 
common fenfe to affirm, that any body can be in 
morę places than one at the famę inflant. When, 
therefore, you afTert the omniprefence of God, you 
contradićt thofe plain dićlates. It is in vain to urge, 
that GoD is a fpirit ; for, this will not do away the 
contradićlion, until you have proved from reafon 
what a fpirit is pofiiively ; a proof which does not lie 
within the power of human reafon : and until you 
have ihewn that it is not fubjećl to the famę laws as 
body is : but this cannot be fhewn without being 
able to Ihew what a fpirit is pofitively. ' 

The plain dićtates of reafon and common fenfe 
alfo, are, that exiftence implies duration, and that 
duration implies , time, and, therefore, that time is 
neceffarily the meafure of exiftence. But, in Goi> 

, we acknowledge that it is not fo ; and, therefore, in 
GoD we acknowledge what contradićls the. plain 

, dićlates of reafon and common fenfe. With^ what 
wifdom then, or folly fhall I rather fay, cąn we de- 

. ny, that any revelation can be true, which contra- 
di<5ls the plain di<9:ates of reafon and common fenfe ? 
Jn this inftance we evidently acknowledge to be true 
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what plainly contradićls them, and in the naturę of 
GoD therc may be many other inftances of a fimi- 
łar kind, unlefs the naturę of God difFers not from 
the naturę of man ; and, indeed, I may venture to 
fay, there muft be many fimilar inftances, becaufe, in 
difFerent natures there muft be difFerent properties; for, 
if there were not, the natures would not difFer ; but 
the naturę of Gon difFers infinitely from the naturę 
of man. To ąuarrel, therefore, with a revelation 
concerning the naturę of God, becaufe our reafon 
cannot make out its properties with the famę eafe 
and perfpicuity as it makes out what appertains to 
the naturę of man muft be unwife in the higheft de- 
gree. 

I do not wifti by any means to depreciate human 
reafon ; and whoever ihall fay that it is my objeA, 
will fay what is not true. Reafon is undoubtedly a 
noble, and the diftinguifhing gift of Gon to human 
creatures ; but thcn we muft not adrance its throne 
above the throne of the Moft High, we muft not 
make it morę confeąuential than it really is. 

Reafon is the power of ihe mindy (Mr. Locke calla 
it a faculty in man,) and is exerted in receiyingor 
rejeAing premifes, and in making deduAions from 
them. But then it cannot make a thing to be other- 
wife than it really is. It hath neither a creative nor 
a diflblying power ; and that which really is a reve- 
lation from-GoD will be fuch indefiance of every 
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efFort of reafon to the contrary. Reafon may com- 
plain of difficulties and hard fayings, and who can 
łiear ihem ? but all its oppofition will be fruitlefs. 
It muft fali before ; fo it is revealed. And fo it is 
revealed, if the communication comes to us from a 
proved meflenger of Goix^ let the contents of it be 
what they will. 

But it will be faid, that God never did, nor ever 
will, reąuire it of any man, to beliere what contra- 
dićls the plain dićtates of his natural reafon. This, 
as far as it is true, is faid too foon, and, I think, is 
not urged with much wifdom : for, in a revelation, 
real or pretended, the firft objeft that prefents itfelf 
to the niind's confideration is, the perfon by whom 
it is communicated ; w^hat is his authority ? what arc 
his credentials ? If he is unable to produce creden- 
tials fufficient to juftify him to be a meflenger from 
God, he is, of courfe, rejećled as an impoftor; 
but, if his credentials are fufficient, of which reafon 
undoubtedly muft be the judgej If the judgement 
of reafon is, that the melfenger doth certainly come 
from God; then, afluredly, it muft be the judge- 
ment of reafon, that theręfore he ought to be re- 
ceived. Now, then, what doth God reąuire of us 
upon this occafion? He reąuires of us, that we 
Ihould aćl up to the judgement of our reafon, and 
give credit to the meflenger whom we acknowledge 
to have come from himfelf : but if we givc credit to 
him, it muft be by giving credit to the mefl^age 
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whicłi he brings to us ; for, otherwife, we treat him 
as an impoftor, as a meflenger that does not come 
from GoD, when the judgement of our reafon is, 
that he does come from him ; which is abfurd. After 
the ambaflador is received, and his credentials ad- 
mitted, it wonld be madnefs to objećt to the em- 
bafly, as not coming from him from whom it is fent, 
becaufe the matter of it is unpleafing to you. In 
the cafe of a revelation, if the credentials of the mef- 
fenger are fufficiently eftablifhed, the rerelation 
which he communicates muft come from God ; and, 
if it comes from him, cannot be rejećled. But you 
fay, GoD does not require it of you to believe what 
contradićts your reafon : you ought rather to fay, 
God does not reąuire it of you to receive a meflen- 
ger as from him who does not bring with him a fuf- 
ficient teflimony of his divine miflion; but, if he 
does bring with him that teftimony, he reąuires it 
of you, that you Ihould believe him ; and, if you 
are to believe him, what the purport of the meflage 
may be, whether fuch as your reafon approres or 
difapproyes, is altogether foreign to the queftion. 
It comes from Go'd, and therefore is true, and 
therefore muft be implicitly received. 

It muft be remembered, that God, when he 
makes a reyelation to us, fubmitą all that is neceflary 
to the judgement of our reafon. The perfon by 
whom he communicates it to us is to be fcrutinized 
jto the utmgft: we are tp exap>ine^ with all the 
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powers we liave, whether he really does cóme from 
GoD, or not; and, if the examinatłon terminates in 
an aflurance, that he really is a man of God, that 
the miracles whkh he does are fuch as no man could 
do except Gon wcre with him; a,nd, in tiic words 
of St. Peter, if he be a man approy-ed among us by 
the figns and wbnders and miracles which God 
worketh in our prefence by him, thcn reafon has all 
the fatisfaćlion givenit that it can reąuire. It is eon- 
ftłtuted the judge. Its judgement is appealed to, and 
it is fufRred to determine according to the eridence 
'" before it. What morę after this hath reafon to re- 
•quire ? Shall we dare to fit in judgement over the 
meflage which Qod fends to us ? Shałl we have the 
^arrogance to pronounce it unwortliy of Gon incon-^ 
fiftent with our reafon, and inadmiffible, on account 
of its abfurdity ? What impiety ! and what foUy 
alfo ! Such language as this which we hear but too 
too often, is not only a moft flagitious attack on the 
truth of GoD himfelf, (for, by admitting th« mef- 
fenger, we admit the meflage to come from God ;) 
but it is as foolilh as it is flagitious, It is playing 
the fool with the judgement of reafon^ It is fetting 
up the judgement of reafon againft the judgement of 
reafon. It is eftablifhing truth, aad fighting with it 
as if it was a falfehood, It is the ultimate teft of the 
truth of a meflage as coming froni God, by the 
conformity of the particular terms of the meflfage 
with our judgement. Of what ufe are miracles? 
Why is the meflŁnger eridowed with fupernatural 
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powers ? Thcfe in him arc all a ufelcfs paradę ; for, 
whether he exerts, or does not exeft them, we. Ihall 
pay no regard to them. Our judgement will be 
formed from the meflage which hc brings to us, ^nd 
from nothing elfe ; for, were he to eftablifli the cer- 
tainty of his divine miffion in the moft irrefragable 
manner, it would be of no avail ; the matter which 
he Ihould communicate to us, if it met not with 
our approbation would condemn him for an im^- 
poftor. This was the principle which goyerned the 
Jews in the crucifixion of our Lord. His miracles 
and mighty works they paid no regard to, although 
he had done fo many beforć them, yet would they 
not believe on him, but, judging from his doćlrłne, 
which was fo oppolite to their prejudices and expec- 
tations, they condemned him to death as an impof- 
tor, who had given fuch mighty evidence of his be- 
ing true, and of his having ^^ come out from 

'' GOD." 

Moreover, let it be confidered, that if the judge- 
ment of our reafon on the matter communicated to 
us is the only criterlon of a revektion from God, \\x 
niay cali any thing a revelatie^n from him if it hap- 
pens to meet with our approbation ; and then Socra- 
tes and Plato, and an hundred others who knew not 
GoD, may be faid to have had divine miflions from 
him. To fuch extreme abfurdities Ihall we be driven 
if we make the matter reyealed, and its cónformity 
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with our judgement the ultimate teft of the reve- 
lation ! 



Moft certain is what we fo often hear urged, that 
GoD reąuires of no man to believe what in every re- 
fpećl contradićts the reafon which he has given him, 
and therefore he does not reąuire it of us to believe 
the revelation merely on the ground of its own in- 
ternal evidence. What he reąuires of us is to ]be- 
lieve the teftimony of the perfon whom he divinely 
commiffions and fends to us ; and this we cannot re- 
fufe to do without a manifeft contradićlion to our 
reafon, if he brings with him fuch credentials as 
eftablifli him to have a divine mifRon. But, if we 
be]ieve him we believe the rerelation alfo which he 
brings with him, and we bclieve it on his authority, 
fo that the internal congruity of our minds, with 
the matter revcaled, is not the ground of our faith, 
but the authority of the perfon by whom it is c(Mn- 
municated to us. His authority aflures us, that 
truth only can come from him, and therefore we 
acąuiefce with what he communicates to us as truth, 
without bringing it to any farther teft or examina- 
tion, being perfuaded that, as it comes from God, 
it muft be true, although we may not be able to 
demonftrate its truth in all its parts with that elear- 
nefs and perfpicuity which attend us in our demon- 
ftration of things purely terreftrial. 
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Digitized by 



Google 



( 138 ) 

I h:tve been the morę particular, and dwclt the 
longcr upon this fubjc(^, becaufe the principal ob-' 
jcftions to our Lord's Divinity are deriycd from 
the do(5lrine"s not bein^ entirely conformable with 
our common way of tliinking and reafoning; and 
the objcctions certainly would be valid if the doc- 
trinc had been communicated to us by an unautho- 
rized perfon. But, as that is not the cafe, as the 
doctrine is not*propofed to us as a problem which 
we are to folre, but h propofed to us for our ac- 
quiefcence with it as a communication from the 
GoD of Truth, by perfons divine]y authorized for 
that purpofe, therefure all objetflions from the na- 
turę of the doćlrine are futile and frirolous. 

Our primary Idea, and that which muft take the 
lead in alł our enąuirles upon fubje<9:s of this naturę 
is, that all Communications from the God of Truth 
muft be; true. Hence tlie whole of the matter will 
turn upon this iingle ąueftion. Is the doćlrine, or 
is it not, a communication from God ? If the New 
Tcuament is a divłne revelation, and the doftrine is 
thcrc, then undoubtedly it comes from GoB, and is 
true ? If it h not a divine revelation, then have we 
no othtr authority to appeal to for the truth of the 
(!o6lrine; thereforc, the oppofers of the Divinity of 
the Son of God, if they would aćl confiftently, and 
juftify themfelves in this oppolition, fhould either 
totally deftroy the whole credit of the New Tefta- 
rńeńt as a divine rcvelation, or they fliould prove 
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fatisfacClorily that the dirinity of the Son cf God is 
a doćlrine which throughout, and in every part o( 
it, it difowns. The former it is iraagined tliey will 
hardly venture upon. The New Teftament as a di- 
vine revelation, hath withilood the perfecutions of 
philofophers of yarious denominations, for morę 
than feventeen hundred years, and ftill remains un- 
hurt, and fuperior to all their united efForts ; and 
therefore any. attempts to oyerthrow it now could 
hardly be expe<fted to meet with fuccefs. The lat- 
ter, if they will be bold enough to yenture upon, by 
all means let them do it. Let them produce one 
jfingle paflage which explicitly declares, that the Son 
of God is not God. Let them proye, that the 
- word Son in the terms Son of God, varies in its im^ 
plied fignification, from that which it hath wheń 
cmployed with regard to every other being. Let 
them prove that every paflage which is produced in 
affirmation of our Lord's Divinity is mllinterpreted, 
or let them do it with regard only to thofe few paf- 
fages which have been cited in the foregoing pages, 
and, we will hear them, and even join with them i 
hut if they are reafonable men, let us hear no morę 
of the doćlrine's being contrary to their reafon, that 
they cannot conceive how it can be, and that God 
does not reąuire of them to believe what they can- 
not conceive poflible. We who do believe the doc- 
trine, have no clearer conceptions of the doćtrine 
than they themfelves have, but then we have one 
<:onception which fiarmounts all difHculties, and 
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it is, that GoD never will reąułre it of us to believc 
any thing that is not true. God, we know, is true ; 
and if he communicates any thing to us, that com- 
munication miift be true likewife. If then the Divi- 
nity of the Son of God is fuch a communicationj^and 
fuch it certainly is, if it is the doćlrine of the New 
Teftament); If it is Heaven's revelation to us, that 
JiRsus Christ is Goi> as well as man; reafon, if it 
would a6t conliftently, hath nothing to do but to 
acquiefce ; for, While the New Teftament continues 
to maintain its authority as a divine revelation, the 
doćlrine muft be true, becaufe it is the doćlrine of 
the New Teftament. 

The communication of our Lorb^s Divinity to 
us, is the communication of a matter of fadl, and, 
therefore, is not to be canvafled as we would canvas 
a tKeory or a fentiment. Matters of faft will often 
appear to us, even in common life, to be extremely 
furprizing, and even incredible; but, if properly 
evidenced and attefted, there will be no arguing 
againft them. Arguments brought againft them 
would be like arguments againft a geometrical de- 
monftration, which, however plaufible, never could 
be fupported to any purpofe. The faćl is politively 
aflerted in the New Teftament, that Jesus Christ 
is God ; and I fay fo, becaufe I think it is very fuf- 
iiciently prored in the preceding pages. Herę then - 
is no room for enąuiries upon the fubjećl ; for en- 
quiring whether the aflerted faćl is probable^or pof- 
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fibl^for doubting its truth^or rejetfting it It is thc 
aflertion of perfons divinely authorized by the Gob 
of Truth to affert it, and therefore it is true. Hence 
then it appears how very much miftaken the advo- 
cates for what is called rational religion are. Thęy 
admit the revelation, at leaft many of them feem to 
do fo, and yet doubt or rejeft the matter rerealed : 
but furely there is fome inconliftency in this ; for, 
while we admit the evidence of the faćt, we are ne- 
ceflarily precluded from denying its truth ; there- 
fore, either the evidence fliould be rejećled as in- 
fufficient, or the truth of the faćt Ihould be admit- 
ted; and I fee no other alternative. 

The friends of what is called rational religion, ap- 
pear to me to aćl from a principle which furely caii- 
not be a juft one, that there is no religion in the 
world which is ftamped with a divine authority; and 
that mankind are left to fabricate a religion for 
themfelves out of I know not what elements, out of 
fome fine-fpun theory, wherein truth muft, even at 
the beft, be only hypothetical, and, perhaps, havc 
no other for its bafis than a fallacy. But, furely 
the authority of the New Teftament ought firft to 
be done away, before they yenture to proceed- fuch 
lengths as thefe; for, if that authority is not done 
away, we have a religion which is ftamped with di- 
vine authority, and are bound to a compliance with 
it without having recourfe to conjcćlure or bafelefs 
theories. 

Perfons 
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Perfons of the above complexion are mighty foad 
of giving the title of anUent writings to the wcitings 
of the New Teftament, juft as if they were antiqua- 
ted and of no value? with an intimatipn to us, that 
from their antiquity they are liable to bc, and often are 
neceflarllyimifunderftood; and that we have no re- 
medy for this but by an appeal to our reafon. The 
writings of the New Teftament certainly may be 
termed in one refpećl antient writings^ becaufe it is 
fo long lince they were originally written ; but to 
cali them antient, in the fenfe of being antiąuated, 
cannot be admitted on any account; for they have 
been attended to, and been the confiant ftudy of 
Chriftians^for morę than feventeen hundred yearsj 
and, therefore, as Chriftians have not cafually, but 
conftantly, been acąuainted with thcm, and withouf 
intermiflion for fo great a length of time; to cali 
them antiąuated, or to deem them fuch, muft pro- 
ceed from a very fad mlf:ipplication of judgement. 
The uninterrupted application of Chriftians likewife 
to thefe Sacred/Writings, forms a very ftrong pre- 
fumption that they are not either fo liable to be, or io 
neceifariły^mifunderftood^as the fuggcftion is, and 
'forms a prefumption alfo the very rcverfe of the 
fuggeftion, namely, that as they have been fo con- 
ftantly attended to, they muft be much morę per- 
fećlly undtrftood than any otlier antient writings 
whatever. Now, for all this length of time, by far 
/ the greater majority of Chriftians have always un- 
4erftood, that thefe Sacrcd Writings have affcrted 
'^ i ' ' the 
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thc divinity of the Son of God. If, therefore, thąy 
are mifunderftood now, thiey have been mifunder- 
ftood from the very beginning^ and long enough 
before they could be denominated antient writing?j 
and therefore the objećtion. of their being liable to 
be mifunderftood from their anliąuity, is illfoiHided; 
. confequentły.there lies no appeal from thcm to our 
reafon in oppolition to the do(9:rine which they in- 
culcate, that the Son of GO0 is Gqd, unlcfs Jt 
Ihould be faid, that they have been mifunderftocjd 
from. the beginning; which, I think, np one will he 
bold enough to affirm, inafmuch as that would be 
to deftroy entirely their va]ue and authonty;^for, if 
they are neitłier truły underftood now, norevcr wcr-e 
from thc beginning truły underftood, they can be 
no better than fo much wafte paper, and thcr^ will 
be an end of thc Gofpei and of the CJinflian rc- 
ligion. .• 

But let; me bepcrmitted to afRrm, jthat they botii 
were fi om the beginning, and ftill continue to be^ 
well underftood by Chriftians; that their language 
and ftyle are fuch as to render them eafy of intcr- 
pretationy and that if they do not always abound in 
claffic elcgance, they have nonę of that diliiculty 
or obfcurity in them, wliich we bften meet with in 
thc beft Greek writersj That the propofition con- 
cerning our Lord's Divinity is a plaln and fnnple 
one, either that he is, or that he is not, God> that 
the language of fiich a prr.pofition may ealily be cx- 
' 3 prclled,' 
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prefled; and that in the New Teftament it is cK" 
preffed with great plainnefs and perfpłcuity, that he 
is God; and that, if the contrary of this were tnie, 
it might have been exprefled with great plainnefs 
and perfpicuity, that he is not God; fo that, on a 
fnbjećl of this kind, there could be no room for dif- 
ficulty or mlfunderftanding. Whaterer rnay have 
been faid upon the fubjećl either on the one lide or 
the other, muft be plain and intelligible ; and it is 
impoflible, if the Sacred Writings fay that Jesus 
Christ is not God, that we fhould mifunderftand 
their expreflion, as if they had faid he is God; or, 
if we Ihould have been fo infatuated as to mifinter- 
pret their expreffion, we ftill muft neceflarily have 
falled in our proofs. But, fo far are the Sacred 
Writings from denying our Lord's Dirinity, that 
they pofitiyely afhrm it; and the proofs of .it we 
,produce in plain imambiguous language, and cali 
upon the adverfaries of this great truth to produce^^ 
I do not fay an equal number, but any one lingle 
paflfage, which, in plain unambiguous language, 
declares, that Jesus Christ is not God; but no 
fuch paflage ever yet has been produced, and I am 
well perfuaded nonę fuch ever can; for the New 
Teftament contains nonę fuch. The reąuifttion I: 
apprehend, hath nothing of hardfhip or difficulty in 
it, When we cali for a paflage in plain denial of the 
Divinity of Jesus Christ. When they cali for 
paflages in proof of his Divinity, we find no diffi- 
culty in producing them.* Would it not then be as 
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^afy to produce paflages which contradićt it, if any 
fuch exifted ? However, let us oncę more^ and fi- 
hally, take things their own war. 

The doćtrine of Christ's Divinity it is impoffi- 
ble to reconcUe witłi our reafon, fo that it Ihall not 
contradićt it; and, as God has given us our reafon 
to be the ftandard of fuch truths as we receive, 
whąt contradićls our reafon we cannot receive as 
truth ; and, as the doćlrine of Christ's Divinity 
£ertainly does contradićl it, we, therefore, cannot 
admit it to be a truth* 

, Now dl this feems to be yery fair and plaufiblc. 
It certainly hath fome truth in it, but much of fal- 
lacy. For, undeniable it is, that we cannot receiva 
as true what our reafon affures us is not true ; and if 
the doćlrine of Christ's Divinity depended merely 
on an appeal to our reafon and its judgement, I 
think there wóuld be few or norte found who could 
be prevailed upon to receive it is a true doćlrine. 

It is undeniable alfo, that God ha:s grven us our 
reafon, to affift and to determine us in our judge- 
ment of what is, and of what is not truth. But, let 
it be remembered withal, that God hath not given 
it to us for the purpofe of judging, when he himfelf 
(peaks to us, whether he fpeaks truth or not. . For, 
it is one of the jfirft and moft uncrring principles of 
our reafon, that notbing but truth caa come from 
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thc (3-0 D of Truth, fo that this primary judgement ó/ 
OUT reafon renders ałl farther enąuiry or judgement 
iinneceflary and abfurd. 

But it will be faid, if we are precluded froni exa- 
thłning and judging of the dodtrine by our reafon, 
of what ufe i» it that reafon was given us in order to 
aflift and determine us in the judgement of what is 
, Cr is not truth ? The communication of a dó6lrine 
to us is an appeal to our reafon, with which, if it 
does not correfpond, it may, and óught to be, te^ 
jećled. 

Herę, then, in anfwer it is to be faid, that God 
in all his dealings with us, aćteth with the utmoft 
ćonfiftency; that, in conformity with our primary 
eftablifhcd principle, that nothing but triith can 
ćome from hirti, when he communicates a doćlrine 
fo us he ordaińs thit we fhould have all the fatisfac- 
iion reafon can reąuire, that the perfon who com- 
ńiunicates it has fuli authority, and really comes 
from hi-mfelf. Hence he endows him with great and 
fuperńatural gifts and powers, which he is to exhibit 
before us. Prom them our reafon is appealed to, to 
judge whether he indeed comes from God or not, 
and the decifion of true genuine reafon will be ac- 
cording to the evidence. If the eyidence is fuli and 
copious, if it is fuch as to juftify him to be^a divine 
meffenger, reafon muft and will acąuiefce, and ac- 
knowledge him fo be a perfon fent from God for , 
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the pii.rpofe of making a communication to us- If 
the evidence is otherwife, it will rejećl him, and,, of 
courfe, pay no regard to any tliing that he would 
Communicate. It pays no regard to what he would 
conimunicate, becaufe he has failed in his primary 
evidence of being a divine meflenger ; which Ihews 
plainly enough, that the primary evidence is the 
teft of the communication, and that the appeal to 
GUT reafon is in that, and not in the do6trin« com-^ 
municated ; for, the do6lrine communicated, if the 
primary evidence is eftablifhed, reafon hath already 
determincd muft be true, becaufe, by tliat evidence^ 
it comes from the God of Truth. Now if reafon 
after this occupies itfelf in enąuiring whether the 
doćtrine thus communicated be true or falfe, it can- 
not but aćl not only with the utmoft inconfiftency, 
but with the confummation of infolence and arro- 
gance; for it then becomes ńeither morę nor lefs 
than ah enąuiry whether the God of Truth may not 
be a deceiver, and commimicate to us that which in 
itfelf is an aftual falfehood ; for, if it is ^therwife, 
for what eild is the enąuiry madę ? It cannot be for 
the pulpofe of afcertaining the divine miffion of the 
• perfon by whom the doćtrine i s communicated ; for, 
tliat is already afcertained, and his divine miffion 
acknowledged ; and, therefore, it can be for no 
other purpofe but that which is here affigned. 
Should it be faid, that the enąuiry into tlie doćtrine 
communicated is madę for the purpofe of ftrengthen- 
ing and confirming the primary eridence, and left 
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tcafon fhould havc crred, or bcen deceivcd in its 
judgement conccrning it, this tnuft be conlidered 
merely as an erafion ; for, if reafon could err or be' 
deceivcd in its judgement of the primary evidence^ 
fo likewife may it in its judgement of the doftrinc 
ćommunicated, and then what bćcomes of reafon as 
the ftandard of truth ? If it can judge with certainty 
of the docftrine ćommunicated, it can judgć with 
certałńty of the divine miffion; and if it cannot 
judge with certainty of the divine miffion, neither 
can it of tbe doćlrine ćommunicated. If reafon, 
♦herefore, can judge with certainty in any cafe, it 
can judge with certainty of the divine miffion ; and 
if it judges and determines the divine miffion to be 
true, and what it affiimes to be, it, by that deter- 
mination, judges its Communications to be true like- 
wife. "^^ 

Now then, to apply this to our pfefent purpófe. 
If it is the determination of reafon that the writeirs of 
the New Teftament had the authority of a divine 
miffion for what they haye written^ it by that de- 
termination judges the doftrines which they haVe 
ćommunicated to us to be true. Here^ then, the 
queftion will turn upon this fingle point : What is it 
that they have written ? Have they written, that 
Jesus Christ is Gon ? If they have, then reafon 
politively has determined that he is GoD, becaufe 
it has determined that what is written in the New 
Teftament is true ; and therefore, after this, to urge 
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that the doćlrine of our Lord's Divinity is contrary 
to our reafon, untrue, and incredible, is abfur4; 
for, we havc determined already, that it is true, be- 
caufć communicated to us by perfons commiflioned 
to communicate it by the God of Truth. 

But it, probably, will be faid, However well we 
may be agreed with regard to the words in which 
the Sacred Writers have expreffed themfelves, how- 
ever ready we may be to allow, that they certainly 
are the words of truth ; yet that reafon muft never- 
thelefs be ultimately appealed to, in order to deter- 
mine their fignification, for, that no lignification of 
the words which does not fuUy accord with our na- 
tural reafon caą be admitted. 

The plain anfwer to this feems to be, that if the 
words to be interpreted are capable of two interpre- 
tations, withcut doing any violence to the words tbem- 
fehesy and the one is apparently contrary to our rea- 
fon, and the other certainly in fuli agreement with 
it ; then, I think, there can be no doubt but that 
the latter interpretation is to be preferred. But, on 
the other hand, where the words plainly admit of 
but one only interpretation, there that interpreta- 
tion muft be abided by as certain truth ; and reafon 
hath no power to rejećl it. 
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'Eyu) KOCI o TsrccTyip sv s(r^sv. Can there be morę than 
one interpretation of thefe words ? If there can, 
what is it ? To talk of unity of confent is no inter- 
pretation of the words, but a defcant upon them. 
Again : 

ATTSKpiGYI O &CA)[JLOiC KOCI SlTTSy ATTH, O KvplOC fJiOVy KOCI 

o ©ćoc iJLov. Thefe words alfo admit only of one in- 
terpretation, namely, that Thomas applied the 
words ^' My Lord and my God" perfonally to his 
Mafter. Ali that can be faid farther upon them 
goes beyond the interpretation, and is matter merely 
of furmife and conjećlure ; and, moreover, if it tends 
to deftroy the effeft of the interpretation, we need 
not hefitate to pronounce it to be mgft certainly ' 
falfe. 

Ephefians iii. 9. Koci (pooTirai^ Tffotn^c nc łj Korcioyioc 

70V UVgYIPlOV 70V CC7rCK£KCVIJL[JLSV0V OCTTO 7CjOV OCI0OVMV SV 7C^ 

©;Cł), 700 Tcc TH^ocnoi KTi(rocVTOii hoc Itjctou Xpicov. ^^ In 
*' Goi) who created all things by Jesus Christ." 
By what authority are we to depart from the genuine 
interpretation of thefe words, which tell us, that the 
univerfe was created by Jesus Christ ? Mr. Locke, , 
indeed, tells us, in his notę upon this pafTage, that 
KTi^co does not always fignify to create, which is true ; 
and thence endeavours to explain away that creative 
power, and the exercife of it, which is, in thefe 
words, attributed unto Jesus Christ. The whole- 
\ erfe he thus paraphrafes, *' And make all men per- 
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*^ ceive how this myftery comcs now to be commu- 
^' nicated to the world, which has been concealed 
from all paft ages, lying hid in the fecret purpofe 
^^ofGoD, who frames and manages this whole crea- 
^^ tion by Jesus Christ/' Is there any thing in the 
Greek which will juftify this paraphrafe ? Tw t« 
Ts-ayru 7cli(rocniy are words uniyerfal and unlimited ; 
but the paraphrafe limits them to the new creation, 
and deftroys the uniyerfality of their extent. The 
Greek is, ^' who created all things, the xiniverfe; 
^^ the Author of all, of every creation.'* But the pa* 
raphrafe.confines the Greek to a particuląr cręation, 
and thereby gives a fcnfe to the words which moft 
manifeftly does not belong to them. This great 
man, certainly, in this inftance, fufFered Jiis jijdge- 
jnent-to be warped by a tenacioufnefs of his pwn 
opinion, which was by no means friendly to the 
Chriftian doćlrine of the Divinity of the S041 of 

pOD. 

Ephef. V. 27. ^lvoc ziroip^cYia-rj ocV7riv laura sy^o^oy^ 
TYiy SKKXYi(riocy ^fj £7rov(rav (rirLKoy ; '' That he might 
^^ prefent it to himfelf a glorious church, without 
*^ fpot." Herę, if the tranflation of 'aracxc7j(rfi is 
jufl, and to which I fee 110 objećlion, whąt are we 
to nriake of this paflage if Jęsus Christ was a merę 
man only ? Surely it is Ąrange language, and, I may 
add, unjntelligibje, to talk of a man's prefenting 
a thing to himfelf. This afluredly appears to be an 
infurmpuntable difiiculty, and capablę of being rc- 
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moved by him only who believes Jesus Christ to 
be GoD as well as man. Thefc words alfo admłt 
> only of one interpretation. 

There is fomething parallel to, and illuftrating 
them, in the lecond Epiftle to the Corinthians, eh. 
V. 1 8. '^ And all things are of God, who hath re- 
*^ conciled us to himfelf by Jesus Christ." And 
again, ver. 19. *^ God was in Christ reconciling 
" the world to himfelf." Herc evidendy Christ is 
the medium of the reconciliation ; but, ^^in Christ 
^^ was God," ^Clę oti Qeoc yiv 6v Xcicu) 7Uxr^oy -koltoćK" 
?Kcc(r(r(Ajv lavicc. Now any interpretation of thefc 
words which tends to deftroy the efFećls of them, or 
whłch does not direcftly affirm what the words them- 
felvcs affirm, muft be falfe. No truth can bć morę 
certaltl, nor, I believe, is morę generally admitted, 
than that we arc reconciled to God by Jesus. 
Christ; fo that Jesus Christ is the agent, as 
.well as the medium. ofour reconcilation ; but, inthe 
words above-cited, God himfelf is the agent. He 
reconciles us to himjAf^ and what,ever may have been 
the medium of the reconciliation, he is in the me- 
dium^ GoD was in Christ reconciling the world to 
himfelf. How then can we feparate God from Christ? 
How not acknowledge that he is the ^£av9pco7roc. 

Pvomans viii. 9. ^^ But yc are upt in the flefli 
*' but in the fpirit," if fo be that the Spirit of God 
dwell in you. Now if any man have not the Spirit 
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f^ (?/ Christ he is nonę of his." The puncftuatioi^ 
of this paflage appears to be wrong, as alfo doth th^ 
tranflation of f/ Is ng by " now if any man," which 
I think, fhould be, " For, if any man ;" for, as the 
words ftand in our tranflation, they feem to be the 
beginning of a new detached fentence. Be this, 
however, as it will; the paflTage plainly declares, 
that the Spirit of Christ ia the Spirit of God, and 
that the terms are convcrtible, and therefore that 
Christ is God.. This, I think, no one will hefi- 
tate to acknowledge who recoliećts what is written, 
John xyi, ^* When the Spirit of Truth is come hc 
*^ fliall leadyou into all truth. — He fhall glorify me, 
*' for he fliall receive of minę, and fliall fliew it 
^' unto you. All things whatfoever the Father hath 
*' are minę, therefore Ifaidy he Jhall recehe of mine^ 
*^ and Jhall fhew it unto you :'* therefore, the Spirit of 
Christ is the Spirit of God, and the Spirit of God 
is the Spirit of Christ. 

Herę, then, if reafon is appealed to in the inter- 
pretation of thefe few paflTages (and nlimbers morę 
might be r,dded to them), what is it that it can do ?• 
It is limited in the interpretation to the words them- 
felves, which it may not go hcyond, nor change, 
nor alter; for, if it goes heyomł, or changes, or al- 
ters the words, it does not interpret them^ but fome- 
ihing elfe. No\fr, as It is confined, and limited to 
the words themfelyes, what are the mighty efFećts 
which are to be produccd by tlie ultimate appeal to 
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jreafon ? It cannot make any rariation in <:he words ; 
it cannot make thetn to be what they arę not : all 
that it can do is, it can rejećt the words ; but, if \t 
rejeAs them, it, by neceflity, likewife rejećls the 
Author of them ; and, in rejećting him, it denies 
what it acknowledges, that he has a divine miffion, 
and that his words are truth. In Ihort, when we 
talk of an appeal to our reafon upon the fubjećlof re- 
velation, I fear, in generał, we mean an appeal to our 
own opinions, which, I am perfuaded, areoften mifta- 
ken by the human mind fpr reafon, and when they 
are deeply rooted, -all the powers of reafon are in- 
fufficient fo eradicate them. If the preconceived 
opinion is, that Gop the Divinity cannot be imited 
to a human being, it is impoffible that the doćlrine 
of the New Teftament can accord with fuch opi- 
nion, becaufe, it teaches, that jEsuSy the Son of 
Man, is in the proper fenfe at the famę time the 
Son of GoD, and of courfe truły Gon ; and hence 
the doćlrine being contrary to the opinion, will be 
dccmed contrary to reafon. But reafon eftablifhes 
it, certainly and infallibly, that whatever comcs 
from the Gon of Truth muffc be true ; and, therc- 
fore, in fuch a cafe, that is, where a doiftrine really 
comes from the God of Truth, it totally difcards, 
annihilates, opinion, and fufFers it not to operate in 
the fmalleft degree ; for, what is opinion when op- ' 
pofed to what reafon acknowledges, is, and muft 
be, true ? Doth it ceafe to be true becaufe it varies 
from opinion ? Then the ultimate appeal lies to opi- 
nion 
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nion and not to reafon. Then a rerelation froiu 
GoD of the Divinity of Jesus Christ may be re- 
jeded, becaufe opinion difapproves of it, although 
reafon eftablifhes that it muft be true, becaufe it 
comes from God, 

I have ufed the word opinhn here, but, perhaps, 
the morę próper word would have been imagination. 
It is thus our tranflators, and very properly, have 
rendered the word Koyi(riJt/)vc in 2 Cor. x. 5. ?^oyi(r- 
lJLovc itu6aipovv7iCj cafting down imaginations. The 
true Chriftian keeps all imagination in fubjećlion to 
the controul of reafon and truth, and fufFers nothing 
in his mind to exalt itfelf againft the knowledge of 
GoD, a knowledge which he obtains determinately 
from reyelatiei) alonc, and from no other fource* 
And this knowledge he obtains either mediately or 
immediately. To the latter modę of obtaining it we 
have no pretenlions, and thercfore it concerns not 
our prefent fubjećt. The former modę only is that 
by which the reyelation of the knowledge of God 
comes to us, and that reyelation we know aflliredly ^ 
comes from him, when our reafon is fully fatisfied 
that he comes from him by whom it is communi- 
cated to us, and when our reafon is thus fatisfied it 
lilences all imaginations, and will not fufFer them to, 
be heard ; for, howeyer loudly they may plead with 
their difficulties and impoffibilities, the finał anfwer 
' of reafon is : The doćlrine communicated to us cer- 
tainly comes from God, and therefore is, and muft 
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bc,'truc. Now, then, if the New Teftament- is 
acknowledged to have been a revelation froin God, 
all that we have to do is^ to enąuire whether the 
Wordf pf the New Teftą;iiei;it dq,^ cxr do. not, exprefs 
the doćlrine propofed to us. Are they the words of 
the New Teftament, that Jesus Christ is ©so^ tlui 
Ts.yfiocj that he is ock-^diyoc 0f«^, that he is sv j^o^^jj; 
6£ov jAap%^v; that he is onę with the Father; that 
he is in the Father, and the Father in him ? Are 
thefe, and fuch like exprefiions really in the New 
Teftlment? or are they not? If they are, what 
hath imągination to oppofe agajnft the^n, which can 
be attęnded to ? The voice of rcąfo^n n>oft loudly 
proclaims, that the words are true, bęcaufe they are 
the words of Gon. In vain, then, doth imągina- 
tion plead againft them ; for, if thę i:evelation is a 
revelation from Gon, and the words are in that re- 
yelation, reafon pronounces tlien,i to be true, not- 
witliftanding every efibrt of the imągination to the 
cpntrai^y. 

It were to be wifhed, that thofe who talk fo loud- 
ly, and as they think fo wifely, concerning rational 
religion, and rational Chriftianity, could be per- 
fuaded to adopt what is really a rational religion, 
and a rational Chriftianity ; for, while they acknow- 
ledge, as they afFećl to do, the truth of the New 
Teftament, they aćl moft irrationally iu/oppofing 
^d calling in queftion its doftrines. Reafon never 
Y^ill juftify them in admitting the New Teftament to 
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Be a divine reyelation, while they rejccft itś doćtrine?. 
In the one or the other they muft a6t with infinite 
abfurdity. If the New Tcftament is a revelation 
from GoD, its doćlrines muft be true; if its doc- 
trines are not true, it cannot be a revelation from 
GoD. This confideration, I fuppofe, is that which 
hath driven .fo many into Deifm ; for the mind, na- 
turally reyolting from the many numerous abfurdi- 
ties' with which what is falfdy called rational Chrif- 
tianity is clogged, perplexed with its wildneffes ^.nd 
intricacies, and, in this ftate, feeing no ground on 
which it may reft with^ peace to itfejf, withdraws 
from fuch a fcene of endlefs inconfiftencies, and 
even from Chriftianity itfelf, to take refuge in the 
hópelefs rigour of Deifm, wherein, if it experiences 
nothing of comfort, it neverthelefs imagines itfelf 
emancipated from contradićlions. 

And, indeed, what is called rational Chriftianity 
hath a natural tendency to drive men into Deifm; 
for, however the mind may for a while be delighted 
with the felf-importance into which rational Chrif- 
tianity intróduces it, it cannot always be blind to 
its abfurdities and contradićlions. At length, it 
will difcover and feel them; and when once this 
happens, having rejećled genuine Chriftianity, it 
hath no-other refource if it would retain any appea' • 
ance of religion, but in Deifm. Men, therefore, 
cannot be too much upon their guard again this' 
ftrangę infatuation. For, what is called rational 

Chrif. 



Digitized by 



Google 



( x58 ) 

Chriftianity, when examtned and brought to the 
teft, will be fóund to be moft irrational, tnoft con- 
trary to reafon^ if it be irrational to admit a revela- 
tion as true, and then to rejećt its doćlrines as falfe,^ 
to receiVe a man As a divine meflenger, as certainly 
ćorhing from the God of Truth, and then to make 
enquiry whether he does not fpeak what is faUe^ 
Reafon can have no fhare in an enąuiry of thisf na- 
turę. It is opinion oilly, imagindtion, or by ^hat- 
iever other name you chtife to diftinguifh fuch a de- 
lulion of the mind, that is concerned in it, and thd 
hame of reafon is moft unjuftly and abiifiyely given 
to it ; fo that, after allj thefe advocates for rational 
Chriftianity, thefe gigantic aflertors of the dignity 
of human reafon, who trampie iipon the faith óf 
Chriftians with fo much difdain, are the greatćft 
enemies which reafon has ; they rejećt the tnie ^nd 
certain dićtates of reafon as impofture, and appeal 
to conceit and imagination for truth ; they treat the 
rett of the world as the enemies of reafon, and are 
thćmfelves the dupes of foUy. Reafon is un- 
doubtedly the gift of God to us, and the diftin- 
guifhing property of man, and thetefore as certainly 
its decilionś ought to be attended to ; and if, after a 
rigorous enquiry into the credentials of a perfon who 
comes to us as from God (and the enąuiry cannot 
be too rigorous) ; it decides, that he certainly does 
come from him, there lies no appeal from its de- 
cifioń. An appeal to what he tcacheth againft what 
he teacheth is abfurd in the higheft degree, becaufe 
7 the 
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łhe truth of his doćlrine is involved in the decifion^ 
ttiat he comes from God. In that decifion reafonf 
decides that the doćlrine is trae, and therefore any 
decifion afterwards from the naturę of the doćlrine,- 
that it is falfe, is all direcftly contrary to reafon ; and 
if it is to be attended to, then what is contrary to 
the decifioris of reafon is to be attended to', and then 
óf what vife is reafon to us ? 

I leave this to the confideration of thofe who re- 
jeÓ: the doćlrine of our Lord's Divinity, together 
with other doćtrines of the New Teftament. 

But it may be faid, in oppofition to what has been- 
^ready urged, if the doćtrine CGtnmunicated is no 
teft of the revelation, what are we to do in thefe laft 
ages of the world, when na miracles are wrought for 
our eoiivi<5lion ? and when we have nothing elfe but 
the doArine communicated to direft us in forming 
our judgement whether the New Teftament really isy 
OT is not, a revelation from God ? 

: The anfwer to this is, Firft, that we have fome- 
thidg elfe to affure us of the reality of the revela- 
tioil befide the dodtrine communicated; and-, Se- 
condly, that, if we had nothing elfe, the doćlrine 
communicated would not alTure us of the reality of 
the revelation. For, 
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velation written by perfons under the infpiration of 
the GoD of Truth; and therefore the matter com- 
miinicated becomes not a conlideration till it is efta- 
bliflied, that it really was not written by the perfons 
to whom it is afcribed, and that thefe perfons really 
were not under the infpiration of the God of Truth. 
That the New Teftament was written by the perfons 
to whom it is afcribed, we have juft the famę kind 
of evidence as we have that the commcntaries of 
Caefar, of the writings of Lri^ or Tacitus, of any 
other antient authors, were written by them whofc 
names they bear ; and therefore as the eyidence is 
valid and received in the one cafe, fo is it valid like* 
wlfe, and ought to be received,' in the other. Ądi 
ińitting, therefore, the wtiters of the New Tefta- 
ment to have been thofe to whom it is attributed, 
the queftion is, were thefe perfons under the infpi- 
ration of tlie God of Truth, or were they not? 
That they themfelves write and exprefs themfelves 
as if they were is lindeni^ble ; but, this evidence not 
being fufficient to anfwer the ąueftion, and being 
fuch as will not be admitted as proof, recourfe milft 
be had to fome other modę of enquiry, whereby the 
ąueftion will be anfwered fatisfaćtorily. 

Herę, then, as we know, with pretty fufficient 
accuracy, the time in which the writers of the New 
Teftament lived, and in which their facred writings 
were fubmitted to the world, the enquiry muft be, 
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how wtre they receired then ? what evidenGC, wJi^t 
credentials, did they iben exhibit of their being un- 
der the infpiration of the God of Truth ? The an- 
fwer muft be, They wrought publicly a great varie- 
ty of moft aftonifhing miracles ; and, being en- 
dowed in a very extraordinary manner wi^h the gift of 
tongues, they were enabled, and aćlually did fpeak to 
every man in his own language. But this is not all : 
they not onlydidthefethings, butaffirmed, andpub- 
lifhed openly, in writing, to the then world, that 
they had done them. They affirmed, and publiflied 
openly, that in the name of Jesus of Nazareth 
they had reftored -the impotent man to his ftrength. 
They affirmed, and publifhed openly, that, by tlxe 
laying on of the apoftles' hands, thc Holy Ghost 
was given, and the gift of tongues conferred upon 
others. This was fuch an appeal in behalf of their 
own yeracity, as nonę could have madę who was 
not confcious of truth. ^ It was an appeal to the 
people of their own time ; an appeal to thofe who 
had it in their power, if they were falfe, to havc 
confuted and expofed their falfehood; to perfons 
who could not but know, whether the impotent man 
was reftored to his ftrength or not ; and who could 
not but know whether thcre was any truth in the 
faćl which they aflerted concerning the gift of 
tongues; but where, when, or by whom of the peo- 
ple of their own times, was this aflertion of theirs 
ever dcnied ? Who ever denied that they performed 
the miracles which they told the then world in wri- 
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ting that they had performed ? The wrmng W^s 
public and open to the rnfpeftion of every one ; and 
therefore, if it had eontained falfehoeda, the Jews^ 
who were hi» moft inveterate encmies, would neycr 
have fuffercd it to harc pafTed upon the world wlth- 
out bearing thcir ftrongeft teftimony againft it : but 
no fuch teftimony erer yet has been heard of, and 
the feveral fafts recorded in the New Teftament 
have defcended from that time to the prefent hour, 
tvithout any ihing to oppofe againft them. If the 
reader will tum to A(fts iv. lie will there fee a very 
artlefs narrative, but delivered wkh alł the confi- 
dence of truth of what followed in confeąuence of 
the miracle wrought uppn the impotent maa by the 
two apofties Peter and John. They were fummoned, 
the writcF informs us, to appear, and to give an ac- 
count of what they liad done, before the chiefs and 
rulers of the Jews. There were prefent upon the 
oceafion Annas the high prieft, and Caiaphas, and 
John:, and Alexander, together with as. many as 
were of the high prieft's kindred. Thefe men having, 
examined them, and finding no fufficient caufe for 
puriilhing them, and moreover being unable to deny 
the miracle, (for, the man who had been reftored 
was there prefent before them,) they difmifled the 
two apofties, with fevere threats and ftrićt injunc- 
tions, that they Ihould not teach any morę in tlie 
name of Jesus. Now, if thi3 narrative hath any 
truth in it, the evidence thence is moft plain 
and conyincing, that the two apofties, Peter and 
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John, were empowered by, and under, the infpira* 
tion ofthe Goi> of Truth, and, confeąuently, that 
the do^rines which they have communicated to the 
world are true, (and true the narrative moft certainly . 
appears to be,) neither has any thing, at any timc, 
been produced to contradićl it. Annas and Caia- 
phas, and John and Alcxander, were perfons whona 
the writer has particularly pointed out by name as 
concerned in the examination of the apoftles and 
others : he hath no lefs accurately defcribed who were 
concerned with them, namely, as many as were of 
the kindred of the high prieft. Was there nonę of 
thefe to be found who would rife up to yindicate 
themfelyes from fuch an afperfion as was thrown 
upon their charaćlers by this narrative of the Sacred 
Writer ? Suppofe them, againft every dćgree of 
probability, to have been alł dead when the narra- 
tive was publiflied ; what became of all the rulera, 
and elders, and fćribes, who are faid to have been 
aflembled with them ? Were thefe all dead like- 
wife ? There muft have been then a very fad mor- 
tality at Jerufalem, that could have fwept away fuch 
numbers in the Ihort fpace of about eight and twen- 
ty or thirty years ! But neither is this all. The Sa- 
cred Writer tells us, that the miracle was notorious, 
and generally known to all the inhabitants of Jerufa- 
lem. Were thefe alfo all deceafed ? Was there not 
one furviving perfon to be found who could give his 
tćftimony, and put a ftop to the progrefs of a reli- 
gionr which tlmy were all fo zealous to extirpate ? 
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^is, furely, muft be too much for the £aith everf 

of a modern fage, who can belieye any extravagance 

that is urged againft the Chriftian religion, and n6 

truth that is urged in its behalf. If the faćls re- 

corded in the Gofpels and the Aćls of the Apoftles 

are true, there cannot be a doubt but that the doc- 

trines of the New Teftament are Communications to 

tis from the Gon of Truth, by perfons authorized 

tód infpired by himfelf. As fuch they were received 

by the firft conyerts to Chriftianity, who had everjr 

opportunity of examining with certainty into the 

truth of the faćts recorded* As fuch they have de- 

fcended unimpeachćd, to^ any purpofe, through a 

long fucceffion of ages to our own times, never dc- 

nied or oppofed by thofe, who, if they had been 

fklfe, could have denied or oppofed them with ef- 

fećt, but fufFered to remain as they are recorded, 

uncontrouled by any eyidence to the contrary. Had 

the miracles and wonders recorded in the Sacred 

Writings defcended to us only by orał tradition, we 

probably Ihould have paid very little attention to 

them ; we ihould have rejefted or received them in 

proportion as they might have appeared to us, ei- 

thier probable or poffible. But here, in the prefent 

inftance, orał tradition hath no manner of concern. 

Our information comes from written records, writ- 

ten and publifhed early, and at a time when they 

might have been contradićled, bidding defiance to 

all gainfaying or contradićtion. St. Matthew's Gof- 

pel was written within about eight years after our 
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LoR©'s afcenfion, and in the Jewifli language, and, 

therefore in a language which the Jews In. generał 

could not but iinderfiand ; and łiaving been written 

fo early, it łs impoffible but the Jews muft have 

known whether the faćls recorded in it were true or 

otherwife; and, if any of them had not been true, 

is it eonceivable that they would not moft trium- 

phandy have taken the advantage of it? But no- 

thing of the kind has ever yet appeared, nor been 

heard of, eyjen by report. Ori tlie contrary, the 

Ebionitcs, who were as much Jews as they were 

Chriftians, admitted the truth of St. Matthew's Gof- 

pel, and adopted it all except the firft two or three 

ćhapters ; which it is not to be in>agined they would 

7iavjc done if the faćls recorded in it were notorioufly 

falfe, and fuch as no one at Jerufalem knew any thing 

of. St. Mark's Gofpel was written within about ten 

years after the afeenfion, and the Aćls of the Apof- 

tles about twenty-eight or thirty years after the famę 

event. Now then, ifwe confider thefe early pub- 

lications as appeals for the truth of what is recorded 

in them, which in faćl they are ; and, if we farther 

confider, that nothing has ever appeaxed in confe- 

quence of thefe appeals, eithep de^ying or difproving 

the faćls recorded; the refult is, and neceffarily 

muft be, Therefore the faćls recorded in the pub- 

łications are real truths ; and therefore the writers of 

the New Teftament were what all Chriftians acknow- 

ledge them to have been, perfons under the infpira- 

pon of the GoD of Truth; and if they were, then 
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'tlie doćlrincs which tŁey have communicatcd to us, 
muft be true likewife : whence it follows, that we, 
in thefe laft ages of the wórld, havc the famę evi- 
dence as the primitire Chriftians thcmfelves had of 
the New Tefl:ainent's being a revelation from God, 
-the faćls being as afTuredly afcertained to ns as if we 
had been eye-włtneiłes of them ; in which latter cir- 
cumftance confifts the only difFerence between us 
and thenii Hence may it, without hefitation, be 
affirmed, that we have other evidence befide the 
<io6lrine communicatcd, to direćl us in forming our 
judgement, whether the New Teftament is really a 
reyelation from God or not, even the very firft and 
original evidence, the uncontrouled e\ddence of 
"wonders and miracles, ftrengthened by the teftimony 
of ałl antiquity. 

But, if we had not this evidence, the doćlrine 
communicatcd would not help us, or be any proof 
of the reality of the revelation. For, confider, the 
doćlrines of the New Teftament are either fuch as 
relate to what we cali morality, or elfe they relate to 
matters of a much higher naturę, and that lie far 
beyond the fphere of our determinate knowledge. 
Now then, what aflurance do the morał docftrines of 
the iSTew Teftament aftbrd us that it is a revelation 
from God ? Was morality unknown to the world 
before the promulgation cf the Gofpel ? Werę 
there ro writers upon morał fubjećls prior to it ? 
and, was there no truth in what they wrote upon 
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thefc fubje6ls ? Who will fay therc wa3 not ? But, 
if therc was truth ia what they wrote, then the yery 
famę rule by which you would prove the New Tef-: 
tament to be a revelation will prove alfo, thkt Tul- 
ly's Offices, or any other morał writings, were re- 
yelations, which, I fuppofe, no one will contend for. 
For, if the truth of the morał doćlrines lliould be 
proof in the one cafe, it will be alfo in the other. 

As, then, the truth of its morał doćtrines will not 
alone aflure us, that the New Teftament is a^ reyelar 
;tion frpm^jOD; much lefs will thofe higher doćlrineę 
which lie fo much beyond our reach, and which our 
reafon tells us, if they are received at all, muft bc 
receiv:ed by a faith grounded on the authority of 
thofe by whom they are communicated to us. To 
this, however, it is oppofed, that thefe doćtrines, 
if th^y are received, can be receiYed uppn no other 
foundation but that of our reafon, approring and 
adjudging them to be worthy of Gon. 

How long will not men cęafe to fpeak with pre- 
fumption an4 arrogance concerning God ! Shałl a 
moth, an inf€<9: that flutters its few inoments in the 
fun, and then drops, dare to fay, what is, or what is 
not, worthy of theAlmightyGęD and Creator of the 
uniyerfe, a Being who is at fuch an infinite dif- 
tance from us, that the utmoft powers of the human 
mind are quite unable to fearch him out ! Where 
pire the balances which himian ręąfon is poflefled of, 

M 4 in 



Digiti 



ized by Google 



( i68 ) 

in which to weigh the things that are worthy of 
GoD ? What is the ftandard which is to determine 
that a doćtrłne, of the atonement for inftance, and 
fatisfaftion madę for the lins of men by the fuffer- 
ings of the injiocent Jesus, is iinworthy of him? 
If you can prove this, you muft have fome medium 
of cómparifon whereby to prove it ; but, confefied- 
ly, you have nonę; for, God is fo infinitcly be- 
yond us, that no medium can poflibly bring him 
into cómparifon. ^* To whom then will ye liken 
^^ God ? or what likencfs will ye compare unto 
** him ?'* And again, as from God himfelf, the 
prophet aiketh, " To whom will ye liken me, and 
^^ make me equal, and compare me, that we may 
^^ be lifce?" So that, when wc talk of receiying or 
rejećting the dodlrines of the New Teftament, as 
bur reafon adjudges them to be either worthy or un- 
worthy of God, we talk entipely at random, lince 
our reafon is deftitute cf any mean whereby fuch an 
adjudication can be madę. 

It is true, and I fcruple not to acknowledge it, 
that fome of the doćlrines of the New Teftament 
are extremely difiBcult to the human mind,* and, I 
may add, irreeoncilable by any of thofe modes of 
reafoning to which, as human beings, we are ne- 
cefTarily confined ; but thcy are not therefore falfe 
or unworthy of God : for,, in order to pronounce 
them fo, we muft have comparatiye ideas whereby 
to determine us in our judgement ; we muft have 
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wherewithal tó treat thefe fubjedls in the fatne manr 
ner as we do others which the mind is competent to 
difcufs ; which we moft certainly have not. From 
the want of a medium we are unable to pronounce 
that a fąuare is equal to a given circle ; but who ever 
argued thence, that therefore no fąuare can be equal to 
a given circle ? And yet he that Ihould argue thus would 
argue to the fuli with as much wifdom as he that ar- 
gues that the doćlrines of the New Teftament are to 
be rejećled, becaufe, we are unable to inveftigate 
them with thofe powers which are uneąual to the in- 
veftigation. Where the powers of the mind are 
equal and fufRcient for the fubjećl, there, doubtlefs, 
we muft be determined by the mind's decifion ; but 
where thefe fail us, as they certainly do with regard 
to fome doćtrinal fubjećls of the New Teftament, 
there any pofitive decifion of the mind is ridiculous^ 
becaufe, it is decjding without a judgement, wjiich 
is abfurd. 

Upon the whole, then, if we have no other modę 
of determining whether the New Teftament is a re- 
yelation from God, but what is derired from its 
communicated doćlrines, it may aliuredlybe pro^ 
nounced, that we have no modę of determining it 
at all. Neither the morał nor the other doćlrines 
will prove it ; the proof refts entirely on the credi- 
bility of the perfons by whom they are communi- 
cated to us ; and, if they are credible, if they have 
fufficiently evidenced, that they were under the in- 
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Cpiration of tht God of Truth, and that what they 
commuciicate to us hath the fanćlion of his high ąu- 
^ońty-y human reafon muft bow down and ac- 
knowledge their jcomn^miications to be a divine re- 
vdation; jgind, notwithftanding any difficulties or 
intricacies that may be in theni^ that therefore they 
^:annot be ptlierwife than certain and iofallible 
truths. 

I fhałl add onły a few words morę with rCg^F^ to 
the interpretation of the New Teftament. 

It is certainly to be interpreted ftriftly according 
to the words ; and the conftrućlion of the words is 
to be by the famę rułea as govern us in the conftrucT- 
tion of any other Greek writings. As for Hebraifms 
in thefe Sacrcd Writings, they ąre not by any mcans 
fo niim^rou3 as is often imagined ; and, xnoreover^ 
they have no right -to talk of Hebraifms. in them 
who do r^ot underftand Hebrew themfelves, which, 
J apprehend, is underftoód by very few. Any de- 
yiations, therefore, from the generał rules of con- 
ftrućlion on account of Hebraifms will be very 
rarely admiflible. 

Very rarely alfo, I think never^ are they to be in- 
terpreted as if they were written in conformity with 
the Yulgar errors of the Jews ; for, that muli be a 
llrange kind of revelatlon which hath for its bafis the 
errors of ignorance. This wild conceit^ this nau- 
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feous cnidity of the imaginatlon, I find has met 
with its fautors among the friends of rational Chrif-^ 
dani ty, who, if they go on as they have begun, wiH 
foon leave us notłiing of truth in the Chriftian rełi- 
gion. St. John fays exprpflly, hyyshóc ycc^ kutik 
-nca^y KOit^ociysy sv tjj oioKvfjL&T'}9poi kccł srapoca-cs to uSa;p, 
^his, it feems, has no truth in it; and St. John only 
fays it, becaufe it was a vulgar error among the 
Jews. Surely this is taking a Hberty with Su John 
ivhich you would not take with even any common 
writer. This is ftąmping the charaćter of falfehood 
upon him with a high hand indeed. But, I am to 
obferve, that the evangelift ^* doth not relate the 
■f ^ circumftance according to the hypothefis receiyed 
*^ among his countrymen, wlthout męnthning afy 
** fhing concerning the truth or falfehood of their opi^ 
V nion ;'* for, if there is any faith in ląnguage, he 
pofitiyely aflerts it as a truth. The whole paflage 
in our tranllation, which is fufficiently accurate, is 
thus : " Now there is at Jerufalem, by the Iheep 
'' market, 2i poci, which is called in the Hebrew 
*^ tongue Bethefda, having five pbrches. In theft 
*May a great multitude of impotent folk, of błind, 
** halt, withered, waiting for the moring of the 
f ^ water ; for an a^jgel went down at a ce)'taiit fcafon 
*^ into, the pool and trpuh.led the wat er. Whofoevey^ 
•* thetiyjirfl after thę troubling of the water Jlepped in^ 
*f was madę whole of whatfoever dijeafe he had." 
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Wh^e fliall we find words whereby to expref8 thc 
pofitiye aflertion of a faćl, if thefe words do not 
^flfert one. An angel, he afferts, in plain terms, 
jdefceńded occafionally. This ang^el troubłed thc 
water, and whoever then ftepped in firft was cured 
of whateyer difgrder he had. Was this faid in conr 
formity with the yulgar error of the Jew^ ? Whąt 
mark, what token, have you of it ? Tp the reg^^r 
there ^ppears nothing buf: the politive affertion of 
the eyangelift hin^felf. Moreover, whence derive 
you your ijiformątipn, that the circumftance of the 
angers defcent realły was an opiriion currenl: ąinong 
the Jews? |^of, until that is eftąblifhed by fuffi- 
clent pppof, the whpk bufinefs pf this objećtion to 
the truth of what St. John fays, is merely a pełith 
fmcipii, and nothing elfe. Eftablifh this ppint firft, 
and then it will be time ^npugh tp mąkę a farther 
enąuiry intp the yalidity of the objedlion. If we are 
to make opinions for the Jews, and then attribute 
the aflertions of the Sacred Writers to their acquir 
efcence with thofę opinions, it will foon be all pver 
with the Chriftiaii religion. 

But we are told, that the Sacred Writers acąuiefcc 
with popular prejudices '^ whenever any thing is 
'*^ mentioned or advanced in Scripture, that is in- 
*^ confiftent with the known principles of truth and 
*^ reafon." As I never yet have met with any thing 
advanćed in Scripture which was contrary to the 
kfłowp principles of truth and reafon, I cannot help 
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thinking, that this alfo is a begging the ąiieftiorf^ 
What is brought forward as an exemplification of 
the Sacred Writers' acquiefcing with popular preju- 
dices is all a miftake ; for, what is faid, A<fts xvi. i6, 
is only in compliance with popular language^ and not 
particularly of the Jews , but of alilioft all the world. 
And, moreoTcr, if what many have conceived is 
true, that 7ffnvfiu Ii\jQoóvoc is merely a Hebraifm for 
^yfuju,« UvQca)vikov^ it then espreffes nothing morę 
than that the damfel had, according to our tranfla- 
tion, 2i, fpirit of divinałion \ and, fur-ćly, for the Sa- 
cred Writer to fay this cannot be in compliance 
with popular prejudice^ or in contradićlion to thfe 
known principles of truth and reafon ; for, except 
we deny the truth ofall hiftory, many^hare been 
poffefled with fuch a fpirit, 

It is urged alfo, that " whatever is faid in Scrip- 
'^ turę concerning Satan, Demons, or Demoniacs, 
*' and that reprefents the Devil as the principle of 
^^ evil, inftigating mąnkind to fin, is all merely in 
'* compliance with the popular prejudices of the age, 
** and of the country in which the writers lived ; 
^* for, the exifl:ence of a malignant being, exerting 
^^ an influence over the minds of men, andimpelling 
^^ themtoviceand mifery, is utterly inconfiftent with 
^{ the perfedions of the Deity, with the wifdom of the 
** Divine government, and with the free and morał 
^* agency of man, and hence what is recorded con- 
^^ cerning our LoRD'stemptationis nothing but afic- 

*' tion 
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^ tion, inyćAted for the piirpofc ef complying with 
^^ popular errors, the whole rfory being onlyanarra- 
•^ tion of ccrtain łnternal emotłons and incitements 
•^ tdfin, which the Holy Jesus fclt arifing m hia 
*' fpotlefs mind.'* We might well alk here, How 
emotions and incitements to fin Ihonld arife in a 
fpotlefs mindi They could hardly arife from the 
mind itfelf> ^nd, if they did not^ then muft they 
have been introdueed intó it by fome malignant 
agency from without, cali that agency by whatever 
name you chufe. Howeyer, we will not^dwell upon 
this, as no readef need be told, that a fpotlefs mind 
can cąufo no emotions or incitements to fin. Let us 
iattend to thć other fuggeftion, that the exifł:ence of 
fuch a malignant being as we conceive the Devil to 
be, is inconfiftent with the perfe<ftions and wifdom 
of the Deity, and the free and riloral agency of man. 
The befl: anfwer to this will be, an appeal to what is, 
tnd wliat is experienced to be a faćt among human 
beinjgs. Mofl: notorious is the exiftence of malig- 
nant agents among human beings, who are daily 
exercifing the very famę malignity as, it is here faid, 
is inconfifl:ent with the wifdom and perfećlions of 
GoD to fufFer ; and, if fuch malignity exifl:s among 
human beings, how can there be any inconfifl:ency 
in belicving wliat the Scriptures affure us, that there 
is fuch malignity in the Devil and his angels. Can 
we be fi:rangers to the faćl, that there are profti- 
tuted womcn who make it their bufinefs to enfiiare 
. artlefs innocencc to.Lts ruin i Can we be ignorant, 

that 
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that there have been in France men tfirowing off all 
teligion^ and exercifing thełr malignity even againft 
GoD himfelf ? And, will you charge God with 
inconliftency in his wifdom and pcrfećtions, becaufc 
he fufFefs the exiftence of fach hnman beings ? if 
•not, where is the inconliftency if he fuffers the ex- 
iftence of malignant beings who are not human ? 
and, if he fiifFers them to iiicite men tó evil, when 
he fuffers men to incite one another to evil ? Thef 
truth łs, and it is a primary truth, that there can hć 
no inconliftency in whatever it pleafes God to fufier 
to be. That he does fuffer human beings to exifl: 
whó exercife a malignity of the famę naturę with 
that which is afcribed to the agency of the Evil 
Spirif b moli certain ; andy therefore, that the ex- 
iftence of fuch an evil fpirit cannot be incohliftent 
with the wifdom and perfcćlions of God ; and, con- 
feąuently, that no objećłrion can lie againft the Sa- 
cred Writers, for aflerting the exiftence of fuch aft 
€vil fpirit ; and, moreover, that their having aflertcd 
it was not in compliance with the yulgar and erró- 
neous opinions of the Jews. 

May we not be allowed, exclulive of every other 
conlideration, to form a very ftrong prefumption, 
that there is fuch an evil fpirit, from the very ob- 
je6lipn which is madę to his exiftence ? FuU of wiles 
and fiiblŁsty he is rcprefented to be ; and what can 
be morę fubtle, what morę likeły to enfure fuccefs 
to himfelf in his exertions againft us^ than the in- 
y trodućlion 
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tróduAion into our minds of a perfuafion óf Uh 
own non-exi£fcence ? Little able will the General be 
to make refiftance, who is attacked by the Enemy, 
while he imagines he has no enemy to be apprehen- 
five of. This onght well and ferioully to be confi- 
dered> left, with all our fuperlative wifdom, we 
fliould, in the end, find ruin in our fecurity. 

And as the exiftence of an Evil Spłrit is not in- 
conliftent with the wifdom and perfećlions of God, 
fo neither is it with the free and morał agency of 
man. Man is free as a morał agent, becaufe he can- 
not irrefiftibly be impelled into evil. He may relift, 
and, if he refifts, he conquers; and therefore the 
Scripture fays, " refift the Devil, and he will flee 
^' before you." And' this the Scripture faith, notin 
acquiefcence with I know not what erroneous opi- 
nions of the Jews, but from a certainty of its truth. 
If, then, the Sacred Writers aflert the exiftence of 
the Evil Spirit, they aflert, neverthelefs, the free- 
dom of man, whofe will is at liberty either to refift 
er to fubmit to his influence, as it fliall think pro- 
per, but cannot be compelled to a fubrtiiflSon to it 
without its own voluntary confent. There is, there- 
fore, nothing in the exiftence of the Evil Spirit, 
which is contrary to the free and morał agency of 
man. 

As then the Sacred Writers have aflTerted the exif- 
tence of an evil Spirit, as there is nothing in the af- 

fertion 
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fertion which is contrary to the wifdom and perfeftions 
of GoD, or the frec and morał agency of man ; there 
can be no occafion for grounding the aflertion on 
any opinions that might have been current among 
the Jews. It is the aflertion of men mfpired by rfie 
GoD of Trath, that fuch an Evil Spirit dcifts, it 
therefore is trae ; and, mpreorer, it therefore hatfi 
not its origin in any Jewifli opinions or traditions. 
Iliere may not perhaps be any harm in fuppoling- 
tfcat the Sacrcd Writers fometimes in their expreffi- 
ons conform themfelvcs to popular language ; but, 
tłiis is very different from a fuppofitłon that in their 
affertions and dodrines they do the famę. This 
would be to reduce the whole of Oiriltianity to a 
merę fable ; for, by the famę rtńe that one affertj|<>n 
or doArine was charged to Ae account of an j^Ie 
tradition, another might be; and thns the wh9le 
wouM bccome fabulous. For this realbn, therefaffi 
as hath been already fu^efted, the Sacf ed Writingi 
are never to be interprcted as if what Avas aSerted t^f 
taugbt in them was fo sflerted and tau^t in con^f 
pliance with popidar opinions. 

In our interptetation of liie New Teftamett, mą 
are rigłdły to adhere to the words writtcn, which wą 
afe to conftrue by the famę raks of confiradiófi «| 
govern lis in the conftrućtion of any oiher Greelą 
Writcr. When we hare thus obtained from the 
words tihemfelTCs Ae fcnfe of Ae aflerdon or the 
do^rj^ne ; we are then int^iably to^brar in our mindi 
" N , the 



Digitized by 



Google 



( J7^ y 

tlie/authority whejnce^ the affertlon, ór doAririrf^^ 
proceeds, and that the* W^riter is a -perton infpired . 
by.thę Gop of Truth, and that therefore what pro-, 
ceeds;fram him muft be true like>vife. I da not fay 
tłut eycry word and fyllablę, eyeryiy^c and Je is- 
written under the fofce of infpiratipn, for. h may be^ 
perh&ps.not at all neceflary to adopt fucJi a fuppofi-r 
tion ; . : -but this I f^y ^ that eve-ry . pofitit>^e jwflertion,- 
cvery doArine which the words commwnkate to us 
13 imder tliat force;^and ti^ereforę isy ^d muft be? 
true. I feaF itf too ir^qi^Qnt:ly happe^is, that when, 
the doćlrinc which thef worcjs eomtĄunieate^ does: 
not pleafe or fuit ,with our prejudicps>y, we pervert: 
l^ęm fpona tfieir truc and genuine mcanii^ to fome^r 
tjiidg €}l.^* .Thus w^rit in the inftances which haver 
bc^ pfod^uced from .the ,great Mr. Lopke ;: aąd thu»i 
likjwifeUi^s it happened inmany inferior inftance;5.{ 
Bi^ it-isf * to, be rememb^red, that no' fenfe or inter- 
prej)ati<V) js ądmifltblej^ which the wprds themfelves- 
włjł^of jijijftify', tl:^a^ if O^o^ suAay^y^-^^ dpesnotfignify 
*/^^Gę]> ^^^bleffedj" nothing will juftify us in inter-f 
pfeting it to fignify fp^^ tliat ;if tę-óg does not fignify-^ 
fimply refemblance or fimiUtude, we ihall be alto- 
gether j^juftifiable, in .r^vii)g it. that fęnfę. Be the 
true geii#ine fenfę of ^h^; words whą,t it i^ay, by that 
we muft abide; (pr othgrwifę, in[ftead of interpreti^g, 
thc Gofpe^ we maJte-^ new Gofpel of our own. 

I: here add no.more but this only^ that, if in quc 
conftrućlion of the words of the Nęw Tęftament we 

adhere 
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adhere.to the famę rules as govern us in the con- 
ilrućtion of any other Greek Writer, whether we be- 
lieve the Sacred Writers to have been infpired or 
jiot, they will evidently appear to aflert the Divinity 
<?f the Son of God. As afferting this I have here 
appealed to them; and I hereby farther appeal to 
every Greek Scholar in the world, ąi>d demand it of 
Jiim, conftruing the words as he would conftrue the 
words of any other Greek Writer, to put fuch a 
conftrućlion upon them as that they Jhall not affert 
the Diyinity of the Son of God, This, if it can be 
done, all contrpyerfy will be ended ; if it cannot bc 
done, the pofition will remain true, that the Writers 
of the New Teftament aflert the Diyiijity of Jesus 
Christ; and thc Catholic Church will thcreby be 
fuUy juftified in believing and affirming, as it evcr 
hath belicyed and affirmed, that our Lord Jesus 
Christ is vęry and eternal God, that he is ®ioc nhri^ 
^mc and (dic; sv\cyyiTos ng tovc ccioqvovc^ A^Yiy. 
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A P P E N D I X. 



As it has bccn faid in thc prcccding pagcs 
that the Crccd, which was adopted by the Council 
of Nice, difFers, as iu fome pther refpećks, fo alfo 
ift what rcgairds the eternal generatkn^ from the Crced 
which we have in iife at this day, it is thoi^ht pro- 
per to fubjpin a copy of the Nicene Oreed as it was 
adc^ed and ianćlioned by the counciL 

cpccicoy if aopecjcąjv moąlrpf^ x, Hc hu Kupioy Iwmf "K^ŁCoy, tcj» 

tTięwrioic TH IŁocj^y Bsoy &c ®ioy^ (pcoc ex p^lóc^ Qsov oA^i- 

Tlcilpij S/ u rćt zrocilocr eyeyejo, ra u &f ttd 8^61), Tbou tu a 
ry yi^ Toy V ^[mc tuc aySfumnęy ^ liO' T)fy Ąf/^epoty c-tSjfi^ 
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Credimus in unum Deum omnipotentem omnium vi/iNlium 
iś invifihiłium failorem^ Et in unum Dominum Jefum 
Chrijlum^ JiUum Dei, natum ex Patre unigenitunty h^ 
ejiy ex fubftantid Pałrisy Deum de DeOj lumen de lu- 
minCy Deum verum de Deo verOy genilum non faSum^ 
eonfubjlantialem Patii ; per quem omnia fa£ia funt iś 
qucB in coslo £2? qt(a in fcrrd. ^i prcpter nos bomines^ 
(ś propter nojłram falutem^ defcendity incarnatusy 6f 
homo fa£łus ejiy pajfus ejły iś tertid die refurrexity af^ 
eendit in co^losy venturus judicarę vivos Csf morfuos^ Et 
in Spiritum Sanółum^ 

The above, then, bełng the genuine Creed of the 
Nicene Council, freed from the wfo isTuvjoiiv tu)v 0000- 
yjoifj &K 70v Ucfj^oc ysysvvyfiJiSvoyy which was in the 
Creed propofed to the council by Eufebius, h 
iłiould feem to be no departure from the Nłcfene 
^faith, if we alfo* rejećted that article as the councH 
itfelf had rejećled it. The creed propofed to the 
council by Eufebius was in thefe foUowing terms: 

UiCSUOiJLeu się lvo^ &SOVy HccJscM 7u:ayloKpcĘo^y TOV T&W 
aTTOiCjca^ oc(zloov yi^ oćocc^cąjv Tffoti^yjy. Kai, ug ha Ki^/oy lYifnuf 

"KpiCOyy 70:/ 7S ^Siś^OyO^y &SOySK&eiSy (pocę e7i (poci OCy ^MYiy 

€z ^CA/yiCy ViOV i^oyoFsi/Yii 'ZfręoSlojoKoy macT^c Ttliasooiy Trpo waif^ 
7oov 7ooy octooyooy sji m Uocjpoc ysrsyvY}[jt,£vcv, 3/ » ^ sFsyelo to 
Zirayjoc. Tcv lioc T)jy i^y.sfsóay o-ot^YjętocTi er^pocw^ji^^; -^ <j/ ccih 

O^OOTTOiC 
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lo^n xfiimt ^Myjas ^-^^H¥i* :n^fi^/^> ^ się sy /sshi^.^ 

uyicy. ' ■ ' . >- .- ^^ •-.'-;:■■ • ■_,? 

How far this creed differs fronir that which waą. 
eftabliihed by the council, the reader will fec by 
comparińg theiti together. When it was firflr ,prc^ 
fented, it feemed to meet with a pretty generał ap- 
probation. Bu,t, ąs Eufebius.wąsthought (whętlpier 
ju^y pr otherwife I jenąuire not) to be - in fome. 
meafure, attached to the caufe of Arius^ it wa^ 
thought neceffary to r€vife it ; ąnd, on the revifaly 
itappęaring ta the Fajihers jcipt to be fąfficiently 
guarded againft the errors of Arhią, they madę what 
they judged to be the neceflary alterations in it ; the ' , 
moft materia! of which were, the cxpunging what 
related to the Eternal generatipn, and infcrt^ng the ,. 
ar.ticle pjLccoucr/oy tm lio^^ which was not in the cręed 
of Ęufebius. This article at firft was flrenuoufly 
opppfed by Ęufebius ; but at length notbeing ablę 
to refift the wifdom with which it was fupported^ he 
acąuiefced, and, as he tells the people of Caefarea, 
in his letter to them, he fubfcribed the creed as the 
council had eftabliihed it withput any fartjier heli- 
tation. 

Hence then, I think it appears very plainly, that 

the^pj 7A^uy\(jov rooy cttoovooy^ sx, 70 v Uaj^og ysysy-yYjiJLsyoyy 
was no doćtrine of the Nicene council ; it was ex- 

punged 



Digitized by 



Google 



( i«4 ) 

j^tlhgcci, beciufc they difowricd łt, tod how it crepf 
imo the creed afterwards it is almoft impoffibk to 
6y, with any degrcc of certaihfy. It appearś, by 
the argumcnts of learned meft, plainly to have beeti 
in the creed prior to the Sccond Greneral Coundl ; 
and it appćars as J>lainly not to łiave been in the 
creed at the tintc whcn the farmer council was dif- 
Mved. 

Eufebilii appeafs alfo to have been Very ilron^y 
attached to the article, notwithftahding his having 
ftibfcribed the Nicene Creed, whehce it was ex- 
pungcd; and, therefdre, it is not at all improbaWe, 
but that hc himfclf might have been inftrumental in 
gctting it infcrtcd iii the Creed, after the cotincil 
was diflblved. Certain it is, that hc ufes language 
Concerning our Lord, which neithcr the Creed nor 
the Scriptures will juftify ; and which, I fuppofe, 
was never nfed by any one, pfior to hirnfelf, as may 
be fecn in the firft and fecond chapters of his Ec* 
clefiaftical Hiftory, whcrc he ftyles our Lord, wjw- 
royopoc AOrOS: now the words, jiwoyMic and w{«- 
^fnoKoc are ncrcr any where in Scripture appłied to 
the hoyoc^ but folely to the wc\ and, if they 
had been applicd to the A©^^, the doiftrine of 
Arius, I apprebend, ought not to have been ob- 
jećled to, 

The 
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The doćlrine of the Eternal Generation, if I may 
be permitted to fpeak my own opinion of it, ftrongly 
favours the caufe of Arianifm; for, if it is true, 
then -Christ was always, jj« being a Son^ fubordt- 
nate and inferior to the Father, theń was he always 
alfo, as having the Divine Naturę by neccility, an 
inferior fubordinate God, which, I apprehend, was 
the doćlrine of Arius. But the New Teftanunt 
holds forth no fuch language to us. The infcriority 
of Christ to the Father, if I may fo fpeak, was a 
fuperinduced inferiority, ariling from the Yokintary 
humihation of himfelf, when he united himielf to 
man's naturę, and became incarnate. But no where 
in Sacred Scripture am I acąuaintcd wiih any thing 
which gives countenance to the doćlrine of tiic 
Eternal Generation ; and Eufebius, when he in- 
ferted the article in his creed, feems to have been 
aware, thatitwould be objefted tio, on account of its 
not being the doćtrine of Scripture, by his intro-- 
ducing it with the words zi^cocjójozoy zirac-/); k;:c-,:<:c9 
words which, as I have already fuggefted, feem to 
lignify the pre-eminence, but not the priority, of 
his birth. For, if 'lArpoolojoKoy here lignifies priority ^ 
in point of time or of eKiftence, will it not be to blend 
Jesus Christ with the mafs of creation, to make 
him thereby the firft created of the works of God ? 
which cannot be tnie of łiim, either as he v/as the 
Aoyoc who exifted from all eternit)^ with God, and 
was God ; or as he was man, and born pofterior in 

o time, 
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time, by numerous ages, to the reft of the creatroii } 
and therefore in no refpećt doth it feeni applicablc 
to him, except the word be taken in the fenfe of 
pre^eminence, a fenfe which St. Paul himfelf feems 
to anncx to the word, even when he ufes it in the 
fenfe of firll-born, CololT. i. 17. 'O^ sciv oc^ii 

If the do(9:rine of the Eternal Generation fliotdd 
really be the doćlrine of the Scripture, I fee not 
how the opinion of Arius and his followers can be 
accounted herefy, for, the inferiority of fubordina- 
tion as certainly attaches itfelf to the charaćier of 
a Son as identity of naturę ; and, ^if what Baronius 
affirms is true, when he fays, /ićła Nicana injurid 
tćwporls, iś Arianorum coKatibus pajfa ejfe nau* 
jragia^ certum efi^ it will not be either an linfair, ór 
an improbable fuppofition, that we are indebted to 
the indefatigable induftry of tlie Arians for the in- 
fertion of this article in the Creed, as well as for the 
total fuppreflion of the a6ts of the Nicerie Council* 
But the whole of this bufinefs is involved in fuch a 
cloud of impenetrable obfcurity, that it leaves room 
for nothing but conjećlure. Certain, howeyer,. we 
are, that the article was not in the Creed of the Ni- 
ćene Councił, and that, although it was in the; 
Creed prcfented by Eufebius, yet that the Council 
rejećled it ; and certain alfo we are, unlefs I am in 

an 
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an error myfelf, that thc article hath nó foundation 
in Scripture, oa which it may be fupported, Herę, 
then, the matter muft reft, and the rcader will de- 
cide for himfelf. 



F I N I S. 



Digitized by 



Google 



Digiti 



ized by Google 



r 



Digitized by 



Google 



Digitized byLnOOClC 



Digitized by 



Google 



Digitized by 



Google 



Digitized by 



Google 



Digitized by 



Google 



